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Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. In the Weekly Reporter. 


Marshall v. Mackintosh .............c00e08 
North-Eastern Railway Co. v. Dalton 
Reg. v. Fry and Others (Justices) and 


Reg. v. Justices of London and Justices 
of the Strand Division and Dalton. 
Ex parte The London County Council 556 


Woods and Lewis’s Contract, Ro......... { x parte Same 512 





CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tux Aprpzat list for the Trinity Sittings contains 234 appeals, 
of which 57 are from the Cha Division, 139 from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, and 5 from the Probate Division; and 
there are also 5 appeals in Bankruptcy and 28 cases in the New 
Trial Paper. This is a very remarkable increase on the number 
of appe a year ago—namely, 101, the addition being most 
marked in the Queen’s Bench appeals, which have risen from 44 
a year ago to 139 now. At the commencement of last sittings 
there were 187 appeals in the list. 





Tue tists of the Chancery Division shew 1 witness action 
before Sir F. Jzunz, 178 matters before Norru, J., 143 before 
Srratine, J., 77 before Kexewicu, J., 140 before Romer, J., 
and 78 before Byryz, J., making a total of 617 causes and 
matters for hearing, as against 685 at the commencement of 
the last sittings and 704 a year ago. There are 93 company 
matters before Mr. Justice Wricur. 





Tue Qvzen’s Bench Division lists contain 431 actions for 
trial, as against 633 at the commencement of the last sittings. 
There are 44 matters for a Divisional Court, as against 120 at 
the commencement of the last sittings. 





Tux Ortminat Evidence Bill will shortly come before the 
House of Commons in, and Sir Hersert Srernen has 
summed up in a recent to the Zimes the reasons which 
can be urged for referring the Bill to a select committee. 
Practically there is very little in the Bill except its main prin- 
ciple, that accused persons shall be competent witnesses in their 
own behalf, and as this has been a by the House of 
Commons in 1897 by a majority of 210 to 41, and this year by 
229 to 80, it does not appear that the reference would have any 
effect except to delay ing of the Bill for another year. 
The chief arguments unged are that judicial opinion is not so 
en ee ill as was at one time su and 
that in the House of Commons its active su rests with 
members who have had no considerable experience of the giving 
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of evidence by prisoners, while the opponents include members 
who have had such experience. The decrease this year in the 
maj in favour of the Bill is also given as a reason 
why the proposed change should be considered in the 
light of the evidence which would be taken by a select 


committee. The decrease, however, is hardly such as 
to indicate any substantial doubt as to the expediency 
of carrying the Bill this session, and it is very unlikely that the 


of the matter would be changed by the suggested inquiry. 
It would have to be based on the experience that has been 
acquired of the giving of evidence by accused persons under the 
Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, and, had that system been 
found unsatisfactory in its operation, its defects would have had 
prominence given to them long ago. It may be taken that the 
principle in favour of which both Housesof Parliament have 
decisively pronounced is that every accused person shall have the 
opportunity of giving his own story in such a manner as to carry 
the same weight as the story told against him; and to attain 
this advantage the Legislature and the public are willing to 
face the hypothetical danger of the judge and prosecutin 
counsel being drawn into unseemly contest with the prisoner, an 
of — persons being convicted through failure to speak the 
truth. 





Tue Covrts have frequently had to consider the effect of the 
common condition of sale under which the purchaser has to pay 
interest on the purchase-money after the day fixed for comple- 
tion, unless the delay has arisen through the “default” or 
‘* wilful default” of the vendor. ° “‘ Default,” said Bowen, LJ., 
in Re Young and Harston’s Contract (31 Ch. D. 168), ‘is a purely 
relative term, just like negligence. It means nothing more, 
nothing less, than not doing what is reasonable under the 














bh ’ towards he 
othe ested i ransaction. Usually the epithet 
“ wilfu idded, and in the same judgment this was defined 


as implying nothing blameable, but merely that the person of 
whose default the expression is used is a free agent, and that 
what has been done arises from the spontaneous action of hi 
a In Re Young and Harston’s Contract it was held to be 

ul default on the part of the vendor where the delay was 
due to his going abroad two days before the date fixed for com- 
pletion. A similar meaning was given to the phrase in Re Hetling 
and Merton’s Contract (1893, 3 Ch. 269). Moral delinquency, 
intentional delay, and wilful obstruction, it was said, may all 
be absent, and yet there may be wilful default on the vendor's 
part disentitling him to interest under the condition. It is 
sufficient that he has not done what was reasonable under the 
circumstances, and that he was conscious of the omission. Ia 
Re Woods and Lewis's Contract, which has just been before the 
Court of Appeal, the term “ wilful” did not occur, and it was 
only necessary to consider whether the vendor had been in 
default. The property in question had been bought by him 
from an insurance company, and the purchaser took the 
objection that the conveyance did not satisfy the requirements 
of the company’s private Act of Parliament. A deed of con- 
firmation was obtained accordingly, and this caused the delay. 
In the view of the Court of Appeal, however, the defect in the 
title was of no practical consequence, and the requisition was 
only due to extraordinary precaution on the part of the pur- 
chaser. Under these circumstances the vendor had not failed in 
anything which was reasonably incumbent upon him, and he 
was not in default. p 





Ir 1s a well-settled principle that when a man has contracted 
to do specified work for a s @ whole 
ae over-the price. He can- 

i ) em, abandoning his special con- 
tract, sue on a quantum meruit to recover compensation for what 
he has actually done (Cut/er v. Powell, 6 T. R. 320,2 Sm. L. C., 
10th ed., p. 1). As applied to building contracts the rule may 
work apparent hardship, but this has not been allowed asa 
ground for departing from it. ‘The argument of hardship,” 





ssid Lord Campvett, C.J., in Munro v. Butt (8 E. & B. 738), 
‘in a particular case is always a dangerous one to listen to; 











but in truth there is neither ip nor injustice in the rule 
with its qualification : it holds men to their contracts.” The 
qualification referred to is that the builder is at liberty to set 
up, if he can, a new implied contract, in substitution for the 
special contract, to pay him for the work done and the materials 
supplied. But in order that he may avail himself of this 
qualification he must be prepared with positive evidence 
of the new contract, and the mere fact that the build- 
ing owner has re-entered into possession does not afford 
such evidence. When the purchaser of a chattel takes it in 
a half-finished state it is possible to imply against him a con- 
tract to pay according to its actual value, but, as was held in 
Munro v. Butt, the case is different with a house. The owner 
has no choice but to re-enter and make the best of what the 
builder has half-performed. It may be that he will complete 
the work, or that he will have to pull it down and build over 
again. In either case he acts from necessity, and no new con- 
tract to pay the builder is to be implied against him. The rule 
has recently been applied by the Court of Appeal in Sumpter v. 
Hedges (46 W. R. 454). The plaintiff agreed to erect certain 
buildings for the defendant for a lump sum of £565, He com- 
pleted work to the value of £330 and received part payment, 
but he was unable, for want of funds, to go on, and he aban- 
doned the contract. The defendant completed the buildin, 
himself. It was held by Bruce, J., and by the Court of Appeal, 
that the plaintiff had not earned his right to payment under the 
special contract, nor was there any evidence from which a new 
contract could be implied. Hence he was without remedy. 





To surrLty one’s family, servants, or workmen with bad 
meat is certainly most reprehensible, and if those who consume 
it are in fact injured or die the guilty person may be indicted 
for doing bodily harm or for manslaughter. It is difficult, 
however, to see how such a person, can be convicted under sec- 
tions 116 and 117 of the Public Health Act, 1875, and the magis- 
trate who convicted such a person, and whose decision was 
recently reversed by the High Court in the case of Rendell v. 
Hemingway, seems to have-misread the case of Mallinson vy. Carr 
(39 W. R. 270; 1891, 1 Q. B, 48), by which he thought he was 
bound. Under the sections referred to it is an offence to be in 
possession of any unsound meat which is ‘‘ exposed for sale or 
deposited in any place for the purpose of sale, or of preparation 
for sale, and intended for the food of man.”’ It is perfectiy clear 
that what is aimed at is the selling of meat unfit for human food. 
In Mallinson vy. Carr, however, STEPHEN, J., is reported as having 
said that ‘‘a person in possession of meat intended for human 
food and unfit for human food is liable to conviction,’”’ and that 
‘‘it is wholly immaterial whether the meat was exposed for 
sale, or prepared for sale at the time it was seized.” These 
words, apart from the context, would no doubt warrant the act 
of the magistrate in convicting the defendant who had upon 
his premises bad meat, with which he intended to feed his work- 
people. But if the words are taken with their context, it is quite 
plain that the proved fact that the defendant had intended to pre- 
pare the meat for sale was present in the judge’s mind, and that 
what he meant was that, as the meat was deposited for the 
purpose of preparation for sale for the food of man, the defen- 
dant was liable to conviction, although it was not exposed for 
sale nor was it comely prcgrast for sale. This seems a plain 
deduction from the words of the Act. To warrant a conviction 
two things must coincide—first, an intention to sell the meat; 
secondly, an intention to sell it for the food of man. In the 
words of the Act quoted above the word is “and,” not ‘‘or,” 
and it is clear that being in possession of meat intended for the 
food of man is not an offence unless there is also an intention 
to sell it for that purpose. In Rendell v. Hemingway an argu- 
ment was put forward that as the defendant was bound to feed 
his workpeople, the food was part payment to them for their 
services, and was in effect sold to them. This, however, is 
obviously one of those far-fetched propositions which depend 
entirely on distorting a word from its usual sense, and which 
receive very short shrift from the judges. 


THE PRINCIPLES upon which public-houses should be rated 
have several times of late come before the High Court. For 
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various reasons it becomes more and more difficult every year to 


obtain new licences, and therefore the existing licences tend to | i 


become more and more valuable. This has led to keen com- 
ition amongst brewers for the ownership of licensed houses, 
prices being given for them in order that they may be let 

as “‘tied’’ houses. The rent at which these houses are let is 
|| often very small compared with the price which the brewers pay 
for them, asthe brewers look to their profit out of the sale of 
beer; and in many cases they might let a house at a merely 
nominal rent and still be gainers by the transaction. At the 
same time, no tenant will pay as much for a tied house as for a 
free house, because in the case of the latter he can buy his beer 
where he chooses, and so probably can make larger profits out 
the business. It would not, however, be hard to show that the 
tied tenant really pays at least as much as the free tenant, 
though he pays it in a different form. The consideration he 
gives for the occupation of the house is partly the rent and 
tly the obligation he put himself under to purchase 
ler only from his landlord. Hence arises the difficulty of 
estimating the value of such tied houses for rating pur- 
ses. A public-house is, of course, much more valuable, 
ause of the licence attached to it, than an unlicensed house 

in a similar position and of similar quality. It will fetch 
a much higher rent in the market, and for its value it must be 
compared, not with other business houses in the locality, but 
with other licensed houses. The profits which are actually made 
in a business do not in any way determine the value of the 
premises upon which the business is conducted; but probably 
the value of any business house depends in some degree upon 
the profits which may be made by carrying on business therein, 
supposing the business to be managed with ordinary skill. The 
fact that a public-house is tied or free cannot affect the actual 
amount of the profits of the business. It does, however, greatly 
affect the question into whose pocket those profits find their way. 
In the case of a free house the tenant takes all the profits of the 
business, while in the case of a tied house the tenant and his 


landlord share in the profits. The actual profits which have | P 


been earned are no doubt an important consideration in deter- 
mining the price, but the actual profits have nothing to do with 
the value of the premises. 





BustvEss HovsEs are not liable to be rated according to the 
profits actually made in them, but according to the rent which an 
ordinary tenant would be likely to give. One publican may have 
so mismanaged his business as to bring himself to bankruptcy, 

} while another may make the house a great success. This, how- 
| ever, does not affect the value of the house. In Dodds v. The 
| Assessment Committee of South Shields (43 W. R. 532; 1895, 

2 Q. B. 133) an attempt was made to get the Court to hold that 
evidence of the gross earnings of a public-house was admissible 
in order to ascertain the value of the house. The Court of 
Appeal, however, affirming the Queen’s Bench Division, held 
that there is nothing exceptional in the case of a public-house ; 
that its value depends upon the rent which an ordinary tenant 
would pay, and that the evidence tendered was not admissible. 
Lord Esner also expressed an opinion that the same rule applies 
whether a public-house is tied or not. In the recent case of 
White v. The Assessment Committee of Bradford-on- Avon (ante, p. 
540) an attempt had been made to assess the value of a recently- 
og house by considering the price the brewers had given 
orit. On appeal, it was argued, in support of the assessment, that 
the proper value was the full value to the owner, irrespective of 
what the value might be to the particular tenant in occupation, and 
that the competition of brewers for this class of property should be 
considered in estimating its value. The High Cours, however, 
dissented from this view and followed the principle laid down 
in the South Shields case ; but the judges agreed that, inasmuch 
as all competition for property must affect the market value of 
the property, and must therefore affect the sum which an 
ordinary tenant would be likely to pay, the fact that brewers 
compete in the market for public-houses is an element to be 
considered in estimating the value of such houses. From the 
judgments in these two cases, it seems possible to extract some 
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fis Own retail business as a publican 


mal contract. If this isa 6s, it 
follows that it is quite immaterial what profits the publican 
in fact makes, or what price the brewer in fact pays for the 
house, or whether the house be tied or free. Every house, for 
purposes of valuation, must be considered to be a free house, 
and the personal contract between the tenant and his landlord— ; 
or, in otbee words, the mode in which the tenant pays his rent— 
is to be entirely disregarded. 

















In tHE case of Davey § Co. v. Williamson §& Sons (ante, P 
525) the Divisional Court (Lord Russgtt, O.J., and Marnew, J,) 
reversed a decision of Judge Parerson by which an execution 
creditor of a company was allowed priority over the debenture- 
holders. The debentures were a floating security, but by the 
conditions the company were prohibited from dealing with the 
assets except in the ordinary course of business. The deben- 
tures were secured by a trust deed, and the trustees were em- 

wered to enforce the security in the event of any execution 
Cohig sued out against the property of the company. A judg- 
ment was obtained against the company, and certain goods were 
taken in execution. Upon an interpleader issue between the 
execution creditor and the debenture-holders, it was held in the 
county court that the former had priority on the two grounds, 
(1) that the seizure of the goods was a ing in the ordinary 
course of business to which the security of the debentures 
was expressly made subject, and (2) that since the deben- 
tures were not due the security had not crystallized. The 
former reason is obviously unsound. It is not, as it was 
ut in the Divisional Court, in the ordinary course of busi- 
ness that the debts of a going company should be liquidated 
by seizure of their assets under legal process. And there was 
just as little force in the contention that the security had not 
‘‘ crystallized.” It was immaterial, indeed, whether the money 
secured by the debentures ® due, for, though the 






















ake tham subject to this charge. i 
possible for execution creditors to get payment in priority to a 
floating charge, the point would have been taken in Le Standard 
Manufacturing Co. (39 W. R. 369; 1891, 1 Ch. 627); but, both 
by the decision in that case and in Re Opera (Limited) (39 W. R. 
705; 1891, 3 Ch, 260), it is clear that a floating charge prevails 
over creditors. 





A portion of the last sheet of a type-written business letter 
recently received from an American lawyer, indicates that 
across the Atlantic precautions are adopted with regard to 
correspondence which have not yet found their way into the 
offices of English solicitors. We are familiar with the 
words ‘“‘per A. B.,” or initials, which, in the case of careful 
English offices, follow the signature of a letter by a clerk ; the 
object being to fix the responsibility upon the clerk as between 
himself and his employers. There has not, however, so far as 
we are aware, been any attempt on this side of the Atlantic to 
indicate on a lawyer’s letter the amount of consideration given 
to it by the writer. The letter which is hastily rattled off by 
dictation to a shorthand clerk or typewriter goes out without 
anything to distinguish it from the important communication, 
the draft of which has been laboriously framed by the eolicitor in 
bis own handwriting. But we understand that the word 
“ Dictated ” not infrequently appears at the end of type-written 
letters from legal correspondents in the United States. The 
reason for this addition is not very obvious. It may be sug- 
gested that it is intended to draw the attention of the dictator 
to the necessity for careful examination of the letter before it is 
gent off, or to warn the recipient that it has not been maturely 





very plain fundamental rules for arriving at the rateable value 
of licensed houses, which rules (it is submitted) may be stated 
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of dictation has attained. In any case the addition does not 
call forth much observation, beyond a mild surprise, on the 
part of the recipient. But on the letter to which we have 
referred there are printed in red ink the words “(Dictated, but not 
read).” This very frank announcement is interesting, but hardly 
satisfactory to the English lawyer, who is inevitably led to 
conjecture that the terms of the letter might have been 
altered if the procedure, usually followed in this old-world 
country, of reading the letter before sending it off, had been 
adopted. Let us charitably suppose that the red ink was 
intended only as a warning to the sender of the letter, and was 
omitted to be erased by him after he had duly read, marked, 
learned, and inwardly digested its contents. 








RE-ENTRY UNDER A BUILDING AGREEMENT. 


An important question as to the rights of the landowner under 
a building agreement when default is made by the builder has 
been decided by Kennepy, J., in Marshall vy. Mackintosh. By an 
agreement dated the 10th of June, 1896, the defendant agreed 
with the plaintiff, the owner of premises in Dover-street, Picca- 
dilly, to pull down and remove certain buildings, and to build 
on the site a new structure, which was to be erected in carcase 
by the 25th of December, 1896. Upon this being done the 
defendant was to have a lease of the land and buildings for a 
term of eighty years from the 24th of June, 1896, at a pepper- 
corn rent for the first year, and then at a yearly rent of 
£1,100. Provision was made against default on the part of the 
builder by two clauses. Under the one he was to forfeit all 
be benefit under the agreement, which was thereupon to cease and 
determined, and all the materials and buildings on the premises 
were to be forfeited to, and become the absolute property of, the 
lessor ; and, by the other, there was reserved to the lessor upon 
default being made by the builder a power to re-enter upon and 
take immediate possession of the premises and plant, without 
making to the builder any allowance or compensation in respect 
thereof, The event contemplated by these clauses happened. 
The builder, after taking possession of the premises, and pullin 
down and removing some £200 worth of materials from the old 
buildings, found he had not the means to go on with the 
contract, and did nothing further towards its fulfilment. The 
pleintiff re-entered in January, 1897, and subsequently brought 
an action for damages against the builder founded upon his 
breach of contract. The question thereupon arose whether he 
was entitled to this remedy in addition to the remedy by 
re-entering and seizing the building materials given to him by 
the contract. 

At first sight there seems to be a good deal to be said for the 
view that the parties had by the contract arranged the con- 
sequences which were to follow upon a breach of the agreement, 
and that this arrangement excluded the ordinary remedy which 
the law attaches to a breach of contract. . oe See. 
re-entry, indee J., pointed out, ot bar an 

: y. In Hartshorne v. 
Waigon (4 Bing. N. C. 181) the lessor was, upon a re-entry for 
default in payment of rent, to have the premises as if the lease 
had never been made ; but it was held that these words only applied 
to the time subsequent to re-entry, and that they did not prevent 
the lessor from suing for rent accrued due before the re-éntry. In 
the present case there was more than mere re-entry, since the lessor 
became entitled to chattels upon the land, the property in 
which would not, apart from the agreement, pass tohim. If, 
however, ret sate intended the forfeiture of the building 
materials to take the place of the ordinary right to damages 
it would have been perfectly easy for them so to provide, and 
in the case of Ex parte Newitt, Re Garrud (16 Ch. D. 522), to 
which Kennezpy, J., referred, this was done by stipulating that 
the materials were to be taken “as and for liquidated damages.” 
It was accordingly held in Marshall v. Mackintosh that the 
ordinary right to damages existed, notwithstanding the special 
remedy conferred upon the landowner by the contract. 

The value of the right to damages in such a case will depend 
entirely on the circumstances whether the builder has before 
his default erected buildings or brought materials of substantial 
value upon the land, and whether the landowner is able to re-let 












the land again upon similar terms. The agreement provided, 
indeed, that the forfeited buildings and materials were to be 
taken without making any allowance to the builder, but this did 
not exclude their value from being taken into account in estimat- 
ing the damages. The amount to be awarded as damages should 
represent the actual loss tothe landowner, and if he is re-imbursed 
by the value of the buildings or materials which he seizes, or by 
the increased rent which he gets, the damage which he suffers 
is nil. This was the case in Oldershaw v. Holt (12 A. & E. 590), 
where, upon default made under a building agreement which 
reserved a peppercorn rent for three years and then a rent of 
£115 a year, the landowner re-entered and re-let the premises 
at a peppercorn rent for the first year, £70 for the second, and 
£140 a year for the rest of the term of niaety-eight years. The 
re-entry took place while the rent of £115 was running, but it 
was hold that the immediate loss of rent was outweighed by the 
ultimate increase, and so no damage was sustained. In the 
present instance there was no such circumstance to diminish the 
actual loss sustained by the landowner. The builder had 
apparently brought no new building materials on to the 
premises, and he had to re-let at a rent which was to be 
ultimately £900. In the result the actual money loss consisted 
in the loss of two years’ rent of £1,100 and a loss of £200 a 
year for the rest of the term which, taken at twenty-five years’ 
purchase, amounted to £5,000, or, in the whole, to the sum of 
£7,200, and this amount was awarded to the plaintiff. It may 
be noticed that although the agreement conferred upon the 
landowner a “licence to take possession of personal chattels,” 
yet they were not taken “as security for any debt” (Bills of 
Sale Act, 1878, s. 4), and consequently the agreement was not 
a bill of sale requiring registration (Zz parte Newitt, supra; Reeves 
v. Barlow, 12 Q. B. D. 436). 








THE LAND TRANSFER RULES. 
V. 


Part II.—First Registration (continued)— Caution against entry 
of land on the register —Under rules 73 to 76 the form of caution 
to be lodged under section 60 of the Act of 1875, the form of 
statutory declaration to be filed in support of such caution, and 
the form of notice required by the caution are provided for; and 
the period which must elapse (see section 62 of the Act of 1875) 
since the date of the service of the notice before the land may 
be registered is prescribed as fourteen days, unless the registrar 
in special circumstances directs to the contrary, but so that the 
period is not less in any case than seven days. 

There is a small printer’s error in the form of statutory 
declaration (see First Schedule, No. 11), as the words “And I 
make, &c.,” clearly ought to come after ‘‘ or as the case may be.” 
It will be observed that the form contemplates a caution being 
lodged by an owner in fee, a tenant for life, a purchaser under 
a contract, a plaintiff in an action, an equitable mortgagee, and 
other persons having a sufficient interest. 

The words in brackets in the form of notice (see First Schedule, 
No. 12): “ Notice.—O, D., of &c., has applied to be registered 
(or to have registered in his stead E. F., of &c.) as proprietor, 
&c.,”” appear to have been improperly inserted, unless they are 
intended to apply to the registration of a nominee. For sec- 
tions 60 to 64 of the Act of 1875, it is conceived, apply only to 
cautions against first registration of the land, while sections 53 to 
56 relate to cautions against dealings with land already regis- 
tered. Moreover, Form No. 50 in the First Schedule supplies 
the proper notice to be given pursuant to a caution against deal- 
ings with registered land. It is therefore respectfully sug- 
gested that (or to have registered as his nominee E. F., of &c.) 
should be substituted for the present words in brackets con- 
tained in the form. 

The form of statutory declaration (Form No. 11) is made to 
apply to both classes of cautions (see rule 179), hence the declarant 
is made to say that he is interested in the land (or charge), the 
latter word being only applicable where a charge on registered 
land has been entered on the register. 

The most usual case where a caution will be lodged against 
the registration of the land will, it is conceived, be by a legal 
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an incumbrance (see section 5 of the Act of 1875). For sup 
A. is entitled in fee simple, subject to a legal vet B., and 
A. registers with a possessory title and ignores B.’s —_ 
which therefore is not referred to on the register. Then B. 
wishes to sell under his power of sale; but the purchaser, on 
search, discovers that the land has been registered behind B.’s 
back. If the land is in a compulsory district, the purchaser 
would probably register in any case; but, if it is not in a 
compulsory district, the question will arise, which we think 
cannot properly be settled without the assistance of the court, 
whether the exercise of B.’s power of sale will override the 
registration, or whether it would merely give the purchaser the 
equitable fee without the right to dispose of the land as if it were 
unregistered. If the purchaser did not wish to register, it would 
be absurd to make him do so where he can the next day remove 
the land from the register; and it is conceived in such a case 
that the proper mode of procedure would be merely to expunge 
A.’s registration. 

According to the terms of the last paragraph of section 8 of 
the Act of 1897, a registered proprietor with a possessory title 
could, by deposit of the land certificate, create a charge 
paramount to the rights of persons unaffected by the registration 
of the land. This defect, however, is, it is conceived, remedied 
by the form of the land certificate (No. 56, First Schedule), 
which, when the registration is with a possessory title, is to 
contain a declaration that the title certified does not prejudice 
the paramount rights subsisting at the date of registration. 

Some difficulty will, we apprehend, be experienced in deter- 
mining what effect is to be given to a caution. Section 64 of 
the Act of 1875 provides that : 

A caution lodged in pursuance of this Act shall not 
prejudice the claim or title of any person, and shall have no 
effect whatever except as in this Act mentioned. 

That is, the notice under a caution must expire before a 
dealing or registration is effected by the registrar. This section, 
however, comes under the headings : 

‘* Provisions Supplemental to foregoing Parts of Act.” 

‘*Caution against Entry of Land on Register.” 

Now, the frovisions respecting cautions against registered 
dealings with registered land are placed in an earlier part of the 
Act; hence it may be doubted whether the section above set out 
applies to any cautions except those against first registration, 
for the headnotes are an integral part of the Act and cannot be 
ignored in the same way as a marginal note. 

Conveyance and mortgage prior to compulsory registration—By 
rule 77 it is provided that where a purchaser of land in a com- 
pulsory district, and a person deriving title under a disposition 
(¢.g.) @ mortgage) of the purchaser, bring the conveyance on sale 
and the disposition to be registered within fourteen days from 
the date of the conveyance, the disposition is to have the same 
effect as if it had been made after the registration of the pur- 
chaser. Under section 20 of the Act of 1897 it is intended that 
a purchaser of land in a compulsory district shall not get the 
legal estate until he registers. The object, therefore, of the 
above rule is to enable transactions to be carried out so as to 

ass the legal estate, provided that the purchaser uses reasonable 
igence in applying for registration. But the rule, for 
purchase-money, except where the advance is made by the 
vendor, could not be raised concurrently with the date of the 
purchase. It should be observed that the rule does not say that 
if a legal mortgage in common form is taken, that mortgage 
should be taken as if it were executed in the form prescribed 
for a registered charge. If a registered charge is what is 
required, the prescribed form should be used so far as practi- 
cable, and then it is conceived that the registrar would give 
effect to that charge on the register. Until, however, the 
practice is settled, a mortgagee in this case should, for the pur- 
poses of his security, take a legal mortgage, as well as the 
charge in the prescribed form, as it is obvious that many altera- 
tions must be made in the prescribed form, the land never having 
been registered. 


Mr, J ustice Wright was to come 2 from the Maidstone Assizes to take 
ew winding- up business on Thursday last, and he will also be in 
London on Friday, the 17th inst, for the same purpose. 


REVIEWS. 
LICENSING. 


Tue Law or LicENSING IN ENGLAND S80 FAR AS IT RELATES TO THE 
Reta, Save or InroxicatTine Liquors AND TO THEATRES AND 
Music Hatis. Wire A Futt APPENDIX OF STATUTES AND Forms, 
By Joun Bruck WILLIAMSON, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes 
& Sons (Limited). 

Unless the labours of the Royal Commission on the Licensing 
Laws soon result in sweeping changes in the law, this book has a 
useful career before it, and will be found of great value to all mem- 
bers of the legal profession who have to with the liquor trade. 
The law relating to the sale of intoxicating liquor is probably one of 
the most complicated branches of our law. It depends entirely on a 
mass of statutes which are often most perplexing, and which over- 
lap and affect one another in a strange variety of ways. These 
statutes, too, have been considered by the judges in hundreds of 

rted cases, many of which are exceedingly hard to reconcile with 
others. The author of this work has, however, su in @ 
marked degree in rendering the subject intelligible, and in unravell- 
ing, as far as possible, many of the tangles. 

he book is evidently the result of much careful and well-directed 
labour, and although a work like this can never be thoroughly tested 
except by constant use in practice, it seems to be accurate and 
reliable. Many of its faults are those which are almost necessarily 
found in first editions. They are not either numerous or serious, 
and the greater number will no doubt have disappeared when the 
second edition sees the light. 

The book consists, first, of a very well treatise on the 
law, not only in its relation to the sale of liquor, but also to theatres, 
music halls, racecourses, and billiards. Then comes a very full 
appendix of statutes, the value of which would be greatly increased 
by the insertion of references to the preceding of the 
work. Lastly, we have an anqent of forms and ites. The 
author claims that special care has been taken in the preparation of 
the index, but on examination many headings are not to be found 
which might be reasonably expected. For example, we fail to find 
the headings “‘ Permitting,” ‘“Name,” “ Chairman,” Mitigation,” 
“Tenant,” or ‘‘ Game- .”’ It is true that most of these subject 
are dealt with, and are referred to in the index under other headings, 
but that index is the best which enables a man in the hurry of = 
tice to find what he wants with the least amount of delay. ith 
regard to the last-mentioned heading, however, there seems to be an 
omission, as nowhere can we find any mention of the fact that a 
licensed victualler is forbidden by section 18 of the Game Act, 1831, 
to deal in game. 

Most of the cases of importance are cited, but here again we 
occasionally notice the omission of some case of value. 
Thus, Reg. v. The Justices of Walsall (18 J. P. 757) and Reg. v. 
Sylvester (26 J. P. 151), two usefal cases on the “discretion” of 
justices, are not to found. The book is brought well up 
to date, cases being referred to which have been decided only within 
the last two Proce bg We especially notice the cases of Reg. v. Bow- 
man (1898, 1 Q. B. 663) and Reg. v. Sharman (46 W. R. 367), which 
show that, as a consequence of the decision of the House of Lords in 
Boulter v. The Justices of Kent, certiorari will no longer issue to quash 
the decision of licensing justices, such justices not constituting a 
court. 

As to the appendix of forms, we may remark that by the 
recent decision in Reg. v. Bird (42 Soticrrors’ Jovrwat 471) rules 
2 and 3 of the Regulations of the City of London as to the confirma- 
tion of licences seem to be ultra vires. 

We can thoroughly recommend the book to all practitioners con- 
cerned in licensing matters, and the hardest thing we can find to 
say of it is, that the colour of the cover (Cambridge blue) has 
apparently been chosen so that it shall distinctly show every finger- 
mark and get dirty as quickly as possible. 





EVIDENCE. 
Toe Law or Evipence. By Srpney L. Parson, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Sxconp Eprrion. Stevens & Haynes. 


To the student who aims higher than the mere ing of examina- 
tions this book may be confidently recommen as an accurate, 
scientific and readable treatise on the law of evidence. It is not too large 
for purposes of study, as is Taylor’s monumentul work ; nor is it so 
conde’ as to be extremely hard to understand, like Sir James 
Stepben’s admirable and well-known little book. The author claims 
for his work a place midway between these two, and his claim — 
to be well founded. Not only to the student, however, bu in 

ractice, we believe that this book, in its first edition, has already 

en found useful. If so, the second edition, which is 





enlarged and improved, ought to be very welcome. The Lem f 
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under its various heads, is so treated that we have, in the first place, 
a clear statement of a rule; then an explanation of the principles 
upon which that rule is founded; thirdly, a discussion of the 
various limitations to the rule; and leas, illustrations of the 
rule. A somewhat novel feature is that these illustrations are 
arranged in parallel columns on the same page, the left-hand 
column consisting of examples in which evidence offered was 
held to be admissible, and the right-hand column of examples in 
which it was held to be inadmissible. Very often, too, the illustrations 
are arranged in pairs of cases in which the facts were more or less 
similar, while the decisions were different. This method is frequently 
a great help in recognizing the real principle of a decision. On 
circuit it often happens that large works of reference are not immedi- 
ately obtainable. Under such circumstances this book should prove 
valuable, as it is very portable, and is, at the same time, almost a 
complete digest of decisions upon the law of evidence, containing as 
it does references to about 3,800 of such cases. A point as to the 
admissibility of evidence often crops up in the course of a trial 
suddenly and unexpectedly. It has then to be dealt with at once, 
and the advantage of being able to find an authority without delay is 
obvious. Hence, although an index is a most important part of every 
law book, probably it is more important in one on the law of evidence 
than on most other subjects. We are glad to find that, as far as we 
have been able to test it, the index to this book has been carefully 
= ow compiled, and seems likely to satisfy all reasonable 
emands. 





PRIVATE BILL PROCEDURE. 


PrivaTE Birt ProcepureE: A GUIDE TO THE PROCEDURE UPon 
PRIVATE BiLts, TOGETHER WITH’ForRMS, STANDING ORDERS OF 
THE HovsEs OF PARLIAMENT, TABLES OF FEES, RuLES, &c. By 
Cyrit Dopp, Q.C., and H. W. W. Wi’ “rrorce, Barrister-at- 
Law. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 


This is on the whole a useful little book, and displays a consider- 
able acquaintance with the subject. It is not, of course, intended to 
supplant Sir Erskine May’s well-known work, but some of its 
‘* modern instances,” especially those referred to in the chapter on 
Locus Standi, form a useful supplement to the earlier and standard 
treatise. The standing orders of both Houses are given, those of 
the House of Commons in extenso, those of the House of Lords in a 
condensed form, and partly by reference to the orders of the lower 
House. ‘‘ Condensation ”’ of this kind is apt to be dangerous, and 
we would hesitate to rely on statements such as that certain rules of 
the one House are “ practically identical’’ with those of the other, 
with the exception of ‘‘ a few trifling verbal differences.” We cannot 
praise the style of the book; rather lengthy and involved sentences 
are too frequent. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Company Precedents for Use in Relation to Companies Subject to 
the Companies Act, 1862-1890. With Copious Notes and an Appendix 
containing Acts and Rules. Seventh Edition. By FRancis 
BEAUFORT PALMER, Barrister-at-Law; assisted by the Hon, 
CHARLES MACNAUGHTEN Q.C., and ArkTHUR J. CuITTY, Barrister-at 
re Esq. In Two Parts. Part I, Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 

“1 16s. 


Principles of the Common Law. Intended for the Use of Students 
and the Profession. By Joun INDERMAUR, Solicitor, Author of 
‘* Manual of Practice,” ‘‘ Epitomes of Leading Cases,” ‘‘ Manual of 
the Principles of Equity,” &c. Eighth Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 

Hadden’s Handbook of the Law relating to Dairies, Cow-sheds, 
and Milk-shops. Second Edition. By the Author of ‘‘ Hadden’s 
Local Government Act,” ‘‘Hadden’s Overseers’ Handbook,” &c. 
Hadden, Best, & Co. 








Several of Her Majesty’s judges will, according to annual custom, dine 
with the Lord Mayor at the Mansion-house on Wednesday evening, the 
15th inst. 


Several years ago, says the Albany Law Journal, Justice Miller undertook 
to arrest the flow of eloquence of an attorney who was arguing his first 
case, an appeal from the Circuit Court of a Western State. The young 
lawyer was declaiming at the rate of 150 words a minute on some of the 
simplest principles of law, which every attorney should fully understand 
before he gets his diploma, and, becoming weary after a while, Justice 
Miller interrupted the speaker in a sarcastic tone, inquiring: ‘“‘I hope 
the learned counsel will give the court the credit of knowing the 
rudiments of law.” ‘‘I beg pardon of your honour,” replied the 
attorney, in the blandest manner, ‘‘ but I made that mistake in the lower 
court.”” [We remember to have heard Vice-Chancellor Malins make the 


very tame remark to the late Mr. Benjamin, Q.C., who was fond of laying 
@ foundation of legal principle for his arguments. | 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re WOODS AND LEWIS'S CONTRACT. No. 2. 7th June. 


VENDOR AND PuRCHASER—INTEREST ON PURCHASE-MONEY—CONDITIONS OF 
Save—IntTerest not Payaste Durnine Devay Cavusep sy “* Derautt”’ or 
Venpor—Meanine or ‘* Devautt’’—Devay Causep sy Very SLIGHT 
TecunicaL Dersect my Venpor’s T1TLE. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J., on a vendor and! 
purchaser summons (reported ante, p. 325, 46 W. R. 373). The learned. 
judge had decided that the vendor had not been guilty of “‘ default” 
within the meaning of that word as used in the conditions of sale, andl 
that the purchaser was therefore liable to pay interest on the purchase- 
money until completion. The contract provided for completion on the 
3ist of August, 1897. The purchaser paid a deposit of part of the 
purchase-money, and one of the conditions provided that ‘‘if from pe: | 
cause whatever, other than the default of the vendor, the purchase s 
not be completed on the 3lst day of August the purchaser shall pay to the 
vendor interest, after the rate of £4 per cent. per aunum, on the residue 
of the purchase-money from that day until the completion of the pur- 
chase. During the investigation of the vendor’s title it was objected on 
behalf of the purchaser that the conveyance to the vendor, who had 
recently purchased from the Standard Lite Assurance Co., was not duly 
executed by the company in accordance with its private Act. The 
purchaser therefore uired the execution of a deed of confirmation 
from the company, and in obtaining this some delay unavoidably took 
place, so that the purchase could not be completed till the 24th 
of November, 1897. e vendor contended that the purchaser was bound 
to pay interest for the time between the 3lst of August and the date of 
completion. This the purchaser disputed, and the question thus aroge 
whether the vendor had been guilty of ‘‘ default” is not foreseeing and. 
obviating the objection taken by the purchaser. Romer, J., held, ona 
vendor and purchaser summons taken out by the vendor, that there had: 
been no default, and that the purchaser must pay interest. The pur-- 
chaser appealed. It was contended on his behalf that there was no 
decision dealing with the construction to be put on the word “‘ default,’” 
simply, in such a condition, and that the vendor, though he had not: 
committed any ‘‘ wilful default,’’ ought to be held to have been guilty of: 
** default.”’ 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Ourrry and Coxuins, L.JJ.) dismissedi 
the appeal without calling upon counsel for the respondent. 

Linpiey, M.R., said: I do not think we need trouble you, Mr. Farwell. 
It appears to me that in this case the key to the whole situation is this, 
that there was no want of reasonable care on the part of the vendor in not 
discovering and providing for the blot on his title which was discovered by 
extreme vigilance on the part of the purchaser’s professional udviser. 
If Mr. Neville was right in maintaining that every omission by a vendor to 
detect and provide for any blot in his title wasa ‘‘default,’’ then, no doubt, 
there eet be a default here. But when we regard the history of these 
clauses, I do not think that extreme proposition can be maintained. One 
knows that the clause which obliges Sp gaeenee to pay interest if for 
any cause the purchase is not completed on a particular day is put in 
mainly for the purpose of giving the vendor some hold on the purchaser ; 
for in the absence of some provision of that sort the purchascr might 
delay indefinitely, and so the thing might go on for ever, unless the vendor 
chose to bring an action to compel him to complete. Of course itis a 
clause which is liable to abuse, because the vendor knows, and the 
purchaser does not know, the state of the vendor’s title, and knows 
whether he is fixing a reasonable time with regard to the difficulties 
which he knows of and has to deal with. Ifthere were not some limit 
put by construction, or by the wording of the clauses, to prevent vendors 
taking advantage of their own wrong, no doubt the result might be very 
oppressive. But partly by construction and partly by the modein which 
such clauses are framed by conveyancers, the effect is that injustice is 
generally avoided. Itis very seldom that a vendor can take advantage of 
his own wrong, and compel the purchaser to pay interest when the vendor 
is himself to blame. But here we have to deal with acase of a somewhat 
unusual character. I am bound to say that I do not think the purchaser 
would have suffered one farthing in money, or any one degree in risk, if 
he had not insisted upon getting this supplementary deed. He would 
have got a title open to the technical objection detected by his professional 
adviser. But he would, it is obvious, tome got the legal estate from the 
trustees of the Standard Assurance Co., conveyed with the consent of the 

ing directors. He would not have got, nor was it necessary that he 
should get, a conveyance under the seal of the company, because, as I 
understand, it was not incorporated. Therefore to invalidate his title 
some steps would have had to be taken by the company, who had got the 
purchase-money and whose trustees had, with the sanction of the directors, 
conveyed the property. Such pi must have been on the ground 
of some omission to have the transaction sanctioned in the proper manner. 
I will not say that it is not a blot on the title. When it is pointed out 
one can see that it exists. It is certainly very creditable tothe purchaser's 
adviser that he should have detected it and said that it must be put 
straight. It was, however, a most extraordinary precaution. Now, t> 
say that the vendor’s omission to discover and provide for an objection 
only discoverable by extraordinary vigilance is default, is to go a great 
deal too far; and unless you can go much farther than that there is no 
r’s part. The appeal must therefore be dis- 
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Currry and Oor1ins, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the samo effect.— 
CounseL, Neville, Q.C., and J. W. M. Holmes; Farwell, Q.C., and George 
Cave. Soxscrrons, Ingle, Holmes, § Sons; Hulberts, Hussey, ¢ Meteaife. 
[Reported by R. C. Macxenztsz, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Ez parte THOMAS. Romer, J. 7th June. 


Practice—Propvuction or Czstrur qauz Vis unper 6 Anne, c. 18—Ar 
Cuurncu Porcu—Time ror. 


Motion for order to produce cestui que vie according to statute 6 Anne, c. 
18. It was suggested that the parish church in this case was too remote 
— convenient for production there, but there was no evidence on the 

int. 

"Sa, J., made the common order for production at_the door of the 
parish church (for which see Seton, 5th ed., vol. 2, p. » an t 
to the to settle such a time for production as should be in accord- 
ance with the usual practice.—CounseL, Dunham. Soxscrtorn, Lewis, for 
T. W. James, Swansea. 


[Reported by J. F. Warey, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
MARSHALL v. MACKINTOSH. Kennedy, J. 7th June. 


, Contract—Bvuitpinc AGRreeMeNt—Deravtt or BuitpgR—Rg-ENTRY OF 
LANDOWNER—-DaMAGES. 


This was an action to recover damages for breach of a contract in 
writing dated the 10th of June, 1896, by which the defendant, a builder, 
with the plaintiff to pull down and re-erect ‘‘in carcase’’ before 
the 25th of December, 1896, a hotel in Dover-street, Piccadilly, and to 
take a lease of the hotel from the plaintiff for eighty years from the 10th 
of June, 1896, at a peppercorn rent for the first year, and at the rent of 
£1,100 for the second and every subsequent year of the term. Clause 2 
of the contract was as follows: ‘‘The lessee will, at his own cost, take 
down and clear away the old buildings, and before the 25th of December, 
1896, erect in carcase (that is to say, the walls built and structure-roofed 
in, the timbers of the floors and partitions fixed, and all gutters, rain- 
water piper, and drains completed and made good in communication with 
the common sewer) the new buildings. . . . And in default by the 
lessee of the stipulation contained in this clause he shall forfeit all benefit 
under this agreement, which shall thereupon cease and be determined, and 
all the materials and buildings on the said premises shall be forfeited to 
and become the absolute property of the lessor.’”’ Clause 11: ‘‘If the 
new buildings shall not be erected or completed within the time and in 
manner aforesaid before the 25th of December, 1896, or if the lessee shall 
fail to observe or perform any of the stipulations herein . . . orif he 
shall not proceed with the works with proper diligence then . . . the 
lessor shall be entitled to re-enter upon and to the immediate possession 
of the said piece of land and premises, with all the buildings, erec- 
tions, plant, and materials therein, without making to the lessee any 
allowance or compensation in respect thereof. . . .” The defen- 
dant had possession of the rite on the 10th of June, 1896, and 
removed from it materials worth £200, and commenced, but did not 
complete, the pulling down of the hotel, but did not rebuild it or any 
part, and save as aforesaid wholly neglected to orm the contract. In 
consequence of the default of the defendant the plaintiff took possession 
of the premises, and put an end to the contract on the 19th of January, 
1897. The action was tried by Kennedy, J., without a jury. The learned 
judge found that there had been a breach of contract by the defendant, 
and referred the case to an official referee to report what damage, if any, 
the plaintiff had sustained, having regard to all the facts, by reason of the 
defendant’s breach of contract. The official referee reported that the 
plaintiff, after taking possession of the premises on the 19th of January, 
1897, forthwith took every reasonable precaution to endeavour to relet 
without loss, and did relet for the best terms he could obtain by an 
agreement of the 5th of May, 1897, for eighty years from the 24th of 
June, 1898, at a peppercorn rent for the first year, and at the rent of £900 
for the second and every subsequent year of the term; that the fair velue 
at which to capitalize the rent was twenty-five years’ purchase. The 
official referee found that the damages which the plaintiff sustained by 
reascn of the defendant’s breach of contract in this action were the loss of 
two years’ rent of £1,100 from the 24th of June, 1897, to the 24th of June, 
1899, amounting to £2,200, and the loss of £200 a year rent from the 24th 
of June, 1899, at twenty-five years’ purchase, amounting to £5,000, 
making a total of £7,200. If the plaintiff was only entitled to recover 
damages caused by the removal of materials by the defendant, and by the 
loss of ion from the 24th of June, 1896, to the 19th of January, 
1897, then the official referee found that the amount of such damage was 
£200, and one year’s rent of £900 from the 24th of June, 1896, to the 24th 
of June, 1897, the earliest date at which the plaintiff was able to relet the 
premises. 
Kennepy, J., said that the only point which he had to decide was the 
question of the damages which the plaintiff was entitled to. It was clear 
that the mere fact_of re-entry did not of itself exonerate the defendant 
fromthe Tiability to damages tor preach of contract prior see 
Bin, : tS contended for the 
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breach on which he sued, as was the in v. Holt (12 A. & E. 
590). The question of the amount of damages had been referred to 
the official referee, who had made two alternative assessments. The 
damages must be u 


his lordship said, upon gegen 
principles. They must be such as flowed naturally, and, in the um- 
: ste cud, Semtant en aia seasomably be shown to have been 
mus such damages as t wn to have 
contemplation of the parties when they entered into the contract. 
to this the plaintiff was, in the ® 
Indigent Blind (8 Q. B. D. 357), “ enti 
the pecuniary amount of the difference 
upon the breach of the contract and what it 
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agreement which he had made with a new 
principal it was right in this case to consider 
plaintiff had been obliged to accept 
alternative assessment, his 
according to legal principle, be assessed upon that basis. There would, 
therefore, be judgment for the plaintiff for £7,200.—Counsan, EB. Morten ; 
G. A. Scott. Sorscrrors, Tarry, Sherlock, ¢ King ; A. M. Bradley. 


(Reported by F. 0. Rosixson, Barrister-at-Law.] 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
HEAD v. GOULD. Kekewich, J. 24th May. 


Trustez — Breacu or Trust — Liasititry ror Wrono Investvent — 
Lismity or Former Trusrzes ror Breach Commirrep sy New 
TRUSTRES. ; 


In 1893 Messrs. Houlditch and Clapp, who were trustees of a settlement 
made on the marriage of Mr. and Mrs, eek > Oe, eves ae 
£1,500, part of the trust funde, in paying off a debt of Mrs. 
Head’s, who was then a widow and tenant for life of the trust estate. 
The debt was secured by a mortgage of Mrs. Head’s life interest and by 

licies of insurance on her life, of which the trustees took 

essrs. Houlditch and Clapp were then also trustees 
made in 1868 by Mr. Head whereby a house at 
Mrs. Head for life, with remainder to the children of the marriage. By 
a deed of the 12th of November, 1894, Mrs. Head appointed a Mr. Gould, 
a solicitor’s clerk, and Miss Head, who had just 
trustees of the marriage settlement in place of Messrs. Houlditc 
Clapp; and by another deed of the same date Messrs. Houlditch 
Clapp also appointed Gould and Miss Head of the settlement of 
1868. The new trustees 
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for the eale and surrender, and for the proceeds which they had received. 
With regard to Miss Head’s claim to be indemnified by Gould, his lord- 
ship was of opinion on the evidence that Miss Head was an active partici- 
pator in the breach of trust and that there was nothing to bring this case 
within the principles laid down in Lockhart v. Reilly (25 L. J. Ch. 697), 
and although the legal buriness of the trust was managed by Gould yet it 
could not be said that a man was bound to indemnify his co-trustee 
against loss merely because he was a solicitor. Miss Head’s claim there- 
fore failed. With respect to the payment by Messrs. Houlditch and 
Clapp, the old trustees, of the £1,500 to Mrs. Head on the security of her 
life interest and the policies of insuraace, it was clear that was not 
justified by the terms of the settlements, but the policies had been sur- 
rendered and the house which yielded the income intended to support the 
policies had been sold, and it was urged that Messrs. Houlditch and 
Clapp could not in fairness be made liable for the £1,500 when the 
eecurity for that sum which on making good the £1,500 they would be 
entitled to have transferred to them was beyond reach, and reference was 
made to the case of Ie Salmon, Priest vy. Uppleby (38 W. R. 150, 42 Ch. D. 
351), but could it be said that the equity in favour of trustees could pro- 
perly be invoked to relieve a trustee as against the infant plaintiff who 
nad never assented to the improper investment or done anything to put 
it out of the power of the trustees to obtain the benefit of euch investment 
on making gocd the loss to the trust estate? The plaintiff was an infant 
and was incompetent to do one or the other. The old trustees were 
bound as against him to make good the loss. His lordship then con- 
tinued : This brings me to the large and important question whether 
Messre. Houlditch and Clapp can be held responsible for the breach of 
trust committed by the new trustees in selling the house, surrendering 
and spending it matters not how the produce of the two transactions. 
The care made against Messrs. Houlditch and Clapp may be thus fairly 
stated: You hai exhausted all the trust property except this house at 
Seaton and the policies. You knew that this remaining property was 
barely sufficient to provide the plaintiff’s portion, even assuming that 
the policies were maintained ; you further knew that the income derived 
from the Louse was not more than sufficient to maintain the policies. 
You wero urgently pressed to make further advances to Mrs. and Miss 
Head, and you aeserted with perfect truth that no further advanves could 
properly be made without a breach of trust far more serious ip fact 
in its coneequerces than any that had yet been committed. In order to 
relieve yourselves and to indirectly assist Mre. and Miss Head you 
suggested, or if you cid not suggest you assented to the appointment of 
hew trustees who you knew would be more accommodating, and who 
pete pee if they did not actually intend that which you had properly 
declined todo. I have no doubt that if this charge can be regarded as 
proved against Messrs. Houlditch and Clapp, the responsibility insisted 
on must follow, and that they must be held liable to make good the loss to 
the trust estate occasioned by the breach of trust which they did not them- 
selves commit. This doctrine, to the authorities in eupport of which I 
will presently refer, is based according to a passage in Lewin on 
Trusts, p. 752, on agency, and the retiring trustee is treated as 
actually doing what he does not doin person because his successor is 
treated as his agent for this purpose. This view is also taken by 
Stuart, V.C., in Clark v. Hoskins, 36 L. J. Ch. 689), to which 
I have t> refer. Far be it from me to tay that it is not a 
sound and satisfactory view, but I venture to think a different 
and equally satisfactory explanation of the doctrine can be given. It is 
the duty of trustees to protect the funds entrusted to their care and to 
distribute those funds themselves or hand them over to their successors 
intact—that is, properly invested and without diminution according to 
the terms of the mandate contained in the instrument of trust. This duty 
is imposed on them as long as they remain trustees and must be their 
guide in every act done by them as trustees. On retiring from the trust 
and passing on the trust estate to their successors, and whether 
they appoint those successors or merely assign the property to the 
nominees of those who have the power of appointment they are 
acting as trustees, and it is equally incumbent on them in this 
ultimate act of office to fulfil the duty imposed on them as at any other 
time. If, therefore, they neglect that duty and part with the property 
without due regard to it they remain liable, and will be held by the court 
responsible for the consequences traceable to that neglect. This explana- 
tion will, Ithink, be found consistent with all judicial utterances on the 
subject and haply aid to make them consistent with themselves. It is 
strange that co little authority should be forthcoming on a point of such 
importance, especially as no one presumes to cast doubt on the doctrine, 
which may be regarded as an integral part of accepted legal lore. In 
former days doctrines such as this, not calling for frequent practical 
application, were passed from one generation to another without being 
formulated in reported caces unless a precise question was réised between 
litigante. This possibly explains why for a doctrine in substance undis- 
puted there is so little authority to be found. It is right that I 
should say a word on the few cases cited, which are admitted 
to be all that can be discovered in the books. ‘The case of 
Webster v. Le Hunt (9 W. R. 918) is of material use only by reason of a 
general ttatement of law by Lord Westbury : ‘‘ Trustees denuding them- 
selves of trust funds if they do co under circumstances that warrant any 
reasonuble belief of the insecurity of the trust funds in the hands of those 
to whom they commit them should not be considered in this court as 
having validly discharge themselves of the Custody of the trust funds or 
raleased themeelves’from responsibility. About the principle of the court 
there is no doubt.”” The next case is that of Palairet v. Carew (32 Beav. 
564), where Lord Romi'ly says: ‘‘ If a trustee is called upon to commit a 
breach of trust and reiures, and his cstui gus trust say, ‘ There is A. B. who 
will, will you resign and surrender your trust to him?’ and the old 





trustee accede to that proposal and transfers the property to the new 
trustee for the —— of enabling him to commit a breach of trust, in 
that case the old trustee would probably be visited very severely by the 
court.’? The only remaining case is Clark v. Hoskins (36 L. J. Ch. 689 
before Stuart, V.C., and 37 L. J. Ch. 561 on — It is to be observed, 
however, that there deliberate fraud was charged. The statement of 
Lord Hatherley, on appeal has a direct a to the present case. 
He says: ‘‘These trustees were not asked to assist in committing this 
fraud, and I conceive it would go far beyond anything which has ever 
been done in this court to fix these gentlemen with the consequences 
when it was not in their contemplation that such a fraud was to be per- 
petrated, but it was in their contemplation simply that a sum was to be 
raised as against cestuis que trustent, which it would be improper for the 
trustees in the execution of their duty to raise.’”’ These being the 
authorities to guide me, it will be as well first to inquire whether Messrs. 
Houlditch and Clapp can be brought within Lord Westbury’s rule. No 
possible objection can be taken to their retirement if it was properly 
effected. I do not see what they could do towards thaf end but appoint 
or concur in appointing new trustees in their place. There was nothing 
on which they could properly apply to the court—and at that 
time the appointment of judicial trustees was unknown. [His 
lordship then, after considering the evidence, said that he could 
not blame Messrs. Houlditch and Clapp for the appointment 
of Miss Head and Gould as the new trustees as they had no 
reasonable ground for believing, nor did they believe, that the trust 
would be otherwiee than secure in the hands of their successors, and con- 
tinued :] As regards the rule laid down in Palairet v. Carew, and supported 
in Clark v. Hoskins, the case is still clearer in favour of Messrs. Houlditch 
and Clapp. I do not believe that they contemplated any breach of trust 
at all, and I am convinced that they never contemplated that actually 
committed. With the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Clark v. 
Hoskins before us it is easy to understand the Master of the Rolls as 
meaning what he probably intended to express, that in order to make a 
retiring trustee liable for a breach of trust committed by his successor 
you must shew and shew clearly that the very breach of trust which was 
in fact committed was not merely the outcome of the retirement and new 
appointment, but was contemplated by the former trustees when such 
retirement and appointment took place. That is clearly the doctrine of 
Clark v. Hoskins. It will not suffice to prove that the former trustees 
rendered easy or even intended a breach of trust if it was not in fact 
committed. They must be proved to be guilty as accessories before the 
fact of the impropriety actually perpetratsd. His lordship therefore 
held that the a responsibility of Messrs. Houlditch and Clapp for 
the acts of their successors was not substantiated, reserving their costs for 
further consideration.—Covunsg., Lawrance, Q.C., and Methold ; Warring- 
ton, Q.C., and Rowden; G. M. Gover. Soxicitcrs, Dangerfield, Blythe, § 
Hodgson ; Gibbs, White, § Strong. 
[Reported by C. C. Hensuey, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


NORTH-EASTERN RAILWAY CO. v. DALTON OVERSEERS. 
Div. Court. 16th May. 


Hicuway—Lianmity to Repar ‘ Ratione Tenvurx’’—HiGHWAY MADE 
RerarkasLe BY ParisH—Liasitity or Person Previovsty LiasLE— 
Estorre.—Hicuway Act, 1862, s. 35. 

This was a case stated by the quarter sessions of the North Riding of 
Yorkshire, on the hearing of an appeal by the North-Eastern Railway 
Co. against a poor-rate made for the township of Dalton. The facts 
were as follows: Prior to the making of an order by the quarter 
sessions for the North Riding of Yorkshire in 1880, constituting the 
hamlet of Islebeck a separate highway parish, and annexing it to the 
Birdforth Highway District, the hamlet formed part of the township of 
Bagby in that district, and was a place in which all the highways were 
repairable by the occupiers of lands ratione tenure, and in which no high- 
way rates were leviable, by reason of the exemption contained in section 
33 of the Highway Act, 1835. The hamlet continued to form part of the 
township of Bagby until the 1st of June, 1886, when it became part of the 
township of Dalton, as is mentioned below. The North-Eastern Railway 
Co. was at all material times, and stil is, in occupation of lands in the 
hamlet, and was, prior to the making of the order of 1881, referred to 
below, liable ratione tenure to repair a portion of a certain highway in the 
hamlet. Upon the 1lth of April, 1881, an order was made at petty 
sessions, notwithstanding the opposition of the railway company, under 
section 35 of the Highway Act, 1862, whereby it was ordered that all the 
highways within tne hamlet of Islebeck should become and be parish 
highways and be repaired and maintained by the Birdforth Highway 
Board, and whereby the sums to be paid by the respective occupiers of 
lands within the hamlet previously liable to the repair of the highways in 
full discharge of all claims thereafter in respect of the repair and main- 
tenance of the said highways were fixed. Such sums, which were merely 
nominal, were duly paid. On the 22nd of August, 1881, the railway 
company was rated in respect of its raid lands to a rate for the expenses 
incurred by the Birdforth Highway Board in repairing and maintaining 
the highways within its district, including those within the hamlet of 
Islebeck, and for other expenses of the board. The company appealed 
against that rate to quarter sessions upon the ground that the company 
was exempt from liability to contribute towards the repair and main- 
tenance of the said highways, and the appeal was allowed. By an order 
of the Local Government Board, dated the 1st of June, 1886, and con- 
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firmed by the Local Government Board’s Provisional Orders Confirmation 
(Poor Law) Act, 1887, the hamlet of Islebeck ‘was detached from the 
township of Bagby and was amalgamated with the township of Dalton in 
the Birdforth compe & District. On the 7th of June, 1897, the - 
rate, with respect to which the present appeal was brought, was e for 
the township of Dalton, and the railway company was rated to that rate 
in respect of its occupation of the said lands in the hamlet of Isle- 
beck. The rate was levied, inter alia, in respect of speen incurred, or 
to be incurred, by the rural district council of T » which council 
is the successor of the Birdforth Highway Board, in respect of the a 
and maintenance of the highways in the rural district of Thirsk, including 
the portion of the township of Dalton which was or is comprised in 
the hamlet of Islebeck. Tne company appealed against the rate, and on 
their behalf it was contended—(a) That it having been decided in the 
appeal against the rate of 1881 that the company was not liable to 
contribute towards the repair and maintenance of the highways in the por- 
tion of the township of Dalton formerly within the hamlet of Islebeck the 
question was res judicata, and that the quarter sessions were precluded 
from deciding otherwise in the present appeal; (4) that the company, 
having been liable to maintain highways in the hamlet of Islebeck ratione 
tenure, was exempted by section 33 of the Highway Act, 1835, from 
liability to rates levied ,in respect of the repair and maintenance of such 
highways, and had continued to be exempt ever since; and (c) that the 
company, having complied with the requirements of the order of ‘ar 
sessions above-mentioned, was, by virtue of section 35 of the Highway 
Act, 1862, discharged of all claims thereafter in respect of the repair and 
maintenance of the highways in the hamlet of Islebeck, and was, there- 
fore, not liable to pay the said rate. On behalf of the respondents it was 
contended : (a) That the decision of the quarter sessions in the appeal of 
1881 was final only for its proper purpose and object, which was that the 
railway company was not liable to pay the particular rate, and was not 
conclusive on the points arising in the present appeal; (+)that the exemp- 
tion from the payment of highway rates conferred by section 33 of the 
Highway Act, 1835, continued only so long as the liability of the company 
to repair ratione tenure lasted, and that the exemption was, therefore, 
determined by the order of petty sessions; and (c) that that order only 
operated to discharge the company from all claims by the Birdforth 

ighway Board or its successors in respect of the portion of highway 
formerly repairable ratione tenure by the company and thereby made 
repairable by the parish, and in no way affected the liability of the 
company in respect of its occupation of property within the district 
of Thirsk to pay rates for expenses incurred by the council of that district 
in respect of the repair and maintenance of the highways withiu that 
district. The quarter sessions dismiseed the appeal, stating the present 
case for the opinion of the High Court. Section 35 of the Highway Act, 
1862, provides that ‘‘ where any person or corporation is liable, by reason 
of tenure of Jands or otherwise to repair any highway situate in a high- 
way district, the person or corporation so liable may apply to any justice 
of the peace for the purpose of making such highway a highway to be 
repaired and maintained by the parish in which the same is situate ; and 
such justice shall thereupon issue summonses requiring the waywarden of 
such parish, the district surveyor, and the y so liable to repair such 
highway as aforesaid to appear before two or more justices in petty 
sessions assembled, and the justices at such be sessions shall pro- 
ceed to examine and determine the matter, and shall, if they think fit, 
make an order under their hands that such highway shall thereafter be a 
highway to be thereafter repaired and maintained by the parish, and shall 
in such order fix a certain sum to be paid by such person or corporation 
to the highway board of the district, in full discharge of all claims there- 
after in respect of the repair and maintenance of such highway.’’ And 
the section goes on, inter alia, to provide for the application of the sum so 
paid 


Tuz Covrt (Wits and Kennepy, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wuts, J., said that the case raised two questions: First, as to cffect 
of section 35 of the Highway Act, 1862; and secondly, as to whether or 
not there was under the circumstances of the case an estoppel. The first 
question turned on the later part of s¢ction 35, the question being whether 
it operated to discharge from all future liabilities for highway expenses 
the person who had formerly been liable to repair ratione tenure, or 
whether the operation of the section was confined to the extra cost, if any, 
which might fall on the person so liable over and above the general 
liability to contribute to the cost of repair. The governing words in the 
section were ‘‘ such highway shall thereafter be a highway to be thereafter 
repaired and maintained by the parish.” It would have been easy to 
have said that the person on whom the liability to repair ratione tenure 
previously existed should continue to enjoy his former exemption, but 
that had not been said in so many words, and some of the consequences 
which would follow from such a construction were so startling that, in his 
lordship’s opinion, the respondents’ contention ought to be accepted as 
thecorrect one. If the appellants’ contention were right, the amount of 
the composition must be fixed for all time, and if the cost of maintenance 
increased, then in such a case as this, where there were no highways 
which had not been repairable ratione tenure, there would be no method of 
obtaining the necessary increase. Again, suppose a liability ratione tenure 
to repair a country lane ; if the traffic increased and the person remained 
80 liable, he would bear the increased expense, but if the sum to be paid 
by him were fixed once for all he would derive a benefit at the expense of 
the rest of the parish. It was said that this construction might operate 
very harshly on individuals, but statutes of this kind were for the general 
good and necessarily invclved occasional hardship; such cases would, 
however, be rare. The more reasonable construction was that, where the 
Legislature said that a highway should be thereafter repaired by the 
parish, it meant what it said, and it could not be repaired by the parish 











ol. 42. 5 
if some of the parishioners were exempt. If, as in this case, there was no 
saving to the individual by the the amount would be fixed at 
a nominal sum. The second q was whether the j t of the 

sessions on the a of 1881 constituted an His 
lordship referred to Reg. v. Hutchings (3 Q. B. D. 300) (which was founded 
es Duchess of Kingston's case) and which was very like this case. 
e quarter sessions only decided the question of the validity of the rate 
made in 1881, and the construction of rection 35 of the hway Act, 
1862, was not one of the matters involved in the decision of the 


quarter sessions. There was, therefore, no ground for saying that there 
was an estoppel in this case. 

Kennepy, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counsen, Bethune ; 
Macmorran, Q.0., and Gowan Taylor. Soxicrrors, A. Kaye Butterworth ; 
Swarbreck, Thirsk. 


| Reported by F. O, Rovrxson, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


REG. v. FRY AND OTHERS (JUSTICES) AND STOKER. Ex parte 
MASTERS. Div. Court. 17th and 24th May. 


CrminaL Law—Jvstices—InrormMaTION—ADJOURNMENT OF Dgcision Untit. 
Arter Hearine Evipence on Szconp InrormaTion—JUvRISDICTION. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained for a writ of certiorari to 
quash a conviction. From the facts stated in the affidavits it appeared 
that Masters, a licensed victualler, was c before the justices of the 
county of Somerset on three informations with three se offences—the 
first with permitting drunkenness on his premises on the 7th of February, 
1898; the second with selling on the 8th of ty Pagans se, liquor 
during closing hours; and the third with keeping premises open on 
the same date after closing hours. The justices heard the first informa- 
tion first aud woaninosty Soerre to convict, but they did not announce 
their decision as they desired to hear the other informations before doing 
so. They therefore proceeded to hear the second information, and this 
they dismissed, whereupon the police- tendent in charge of the 
prosecution decided not to proceed with the third charge. The justices 
then announced their decision on thé first information, and fined the 
defendant five pounds and costs, and ordered the licence to be endorsed. 
In an affidavit filed by the justices they stated that they were not in any 
way influenced in adjudicating on the first information by the evidence 
given on the hearing of the second charge, and that they only applied 
to the first charge the evidence given on the hearing of the first informa- 
tion. In support of the rule it was now contended that where a man is 
put in peril on acriminal charge he is entitled to have a decision on that 
charge before another charge against bim is heard and evidence given 
which might prejudice his case. Each offence must be dealt and 
decided separately. If justices adjourn their decision on the “etm 
and proceed to hear evidence in a second charge which might prej 
their minds as the first charge, they at once lose ju 
to convict on the first charge. 


; fo Court (Witts and Kennepy, JJ.) took time to consider their 
judgment. 

May 24.—Wi1s, J., read the following judgment of the court, 
discharging the rule and ordering the conviction to stand: We are 
of opinion that this rule should be discharged. We should be very sorry 
to give any countenance to the notion that justices may mix up two 
criminal charges and convict or acquit in one of them with any reference 
to the facts appearing in the other. Such a course would be con to 
law, and, undoubtedly, as a general rule, it will be prudent and right for 
the justices to avoid any course which reasonably bears the aspect of such 
a mistake. If a prima facie case is made out that such an error has, or 
may have, been committed, it will in general lie upon the justices to show 
very clearly that it has not been committed. On the other hand, we 
should be equally sorry to throw —— upon the right of the justices 
in any case for reasons of justice ng out of the circumstances of the 
case itself and for its better determination to adjourn or to postpone their 
decision ; and, if their discretion in this honestly exercised, and 
not, directly or indirectly, with the view of thro in facts or evidence 
which have no legitimate bearing on their decision, it must not be inter- 
fered with. In this instance we think the case put forward against the 
proceedings of the justices is completely answered. It is ae in 
considering the weight to be given to what the justices said the effect 
to be given to what they did, to leave out of sight the fact that their 
chairman is a great lawyer, of long judicial experi and as thoroughly 
capable of appreciating the impropriety involved in any mixing up the 
evidence in the several cases which were heard before the decision upon 
the first was pronounced, and of dealing with each case separately and 
= its own merits, as we ourselves are. It ismost unlikely that a bench 
of justices whose deliberations were guided by him should have been 
as to fall into such an impropriety of procedure as is yee 

y the appellant. We entirely accept the statement that the justices 
were at the close of the evidence and speeches in the first case unani- 
mously of opinion that there should be a conviction in that case ; and we 
accept it none the less because, with that caution which we might expect 
from the chairman when speaking of matters which a oe some 
weeks earlier, they so state “‘to the best of their SP ce 
entirely accept also their statement that they applied to the case the 
evidence that was given in reference to it and none other. It may be 
added that in these cases the circumstances were such that it was - 
larly easy to keep tbe case in which they convicted from the 
two, which related to a different date and invol different charges. 
The extent of the penalty to be awarded in the case in which they were 
unanimous as to conviction might not improperly be influenced by what 

ht be learnt by the justices in the course of the two other cases. 
In Mr. Bankes, the counsel for the admitted in the course _ 
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of the argument before us that if the amount of the penalty was the only 
matter involved in the postponement of the judgment there was nothing 
illegitimate or improper in the proceeding. We cannot doubt that, 
inasmuch as the justices had made up their minds in the first case to con- 
vict, the only question then left unsettled was the amount of the 
penalty to be imposed, and that they forebore immediately upon the 
close of the first case to publish their decision as to conviction or 
acquittal only on account of the obvious inconvenience of splitting the 
blication into two parts. A case of Hamilton v. Walker was relied upon 

y the applicant for the certiorari as to which a word must be said. It is 
reported in four different reports—61 L. J. M. C. 135; L. R. 1892 2Q.B. 
25; 8 The Times L. R. 531; and 56 J. P. 583. Of these by far the 
most complete is that in 56 J. P. 583, to which I therefore refer. 
In that case Hamilton was summoned before the justices on two 
summonses—first, for delivering to one Farrell a number of indecent 
advertisements to the intent that they should be delivered and exhibited to 
certain inhabitants, &c.; secondly, for that Farrell exhibited to certain 
inhabitants, &c., certain indecent advertisements, and that Hamilton 
aided, abetted, counselled, and procured Farrell todo so. The magis- 
trates heard the first summons and were asked to dismiss it, but said that 
they would hear the second summons before doing so, and having heard it 
they convicted upon both. The court held that neither conviction could 
be supported. Both Pollock, B.,and Vaughan Williams, J., held that 
the first was bad because the statute (Jervis’s Act) requires that each case 
shall be considered on its own merits and on the evidence given under 
that one information. As to the second conviction, Pollock, B., held that 
it was bad for the same reason as the first, and Vaughan Williams, J., 
upon a totally different ground—viz , that if the first case had been 
decided first, the defendant could have set up autrefois convict as an answer, 
and had been deprived of the opportunity of doing so. Pollock, B., 
however, said, ‘‘I do not go so far as to say that the justices might not 
reserve their judgment after hearing the evidence (upon the first case).’’ 
Here there is nothing to shew that the justices, in acting on each 
information, proceeded on the evidence applicable solely to that informa- 
tion. In the present case there is most explicit evidence, coming from a 
deponent whose assurance upon this point is most satisfactory and con- 
clusive, that, in regard to the information now in question, the parties 
proceeded solely upon the evidence applicable to it; and it is clear that 
the ground of the decision in Hamilton v. Walker, as stated in the judg- 
ments of both the learned judges who formed the Divisional Court, does 
not exist in the present case, and its existence is negatived by the affidavit 
to which we have 1 ferred. The same observation applies to the judgment 
of Pollock, B., in respect of the second information before him. The 
reason given by Vaughan Williams, J., for holding the second conviction 
bad has no application whatever to the present case. There is therefore 
no conflict between our present decision and that given in Hamilton v. 
Walker ; and it becomes unnecessary for us to express; any opinion as to 
whether we should assent to the reasons given by the members of the 
Divisional Court for the judgment given in that case. This rule must be 
discharged with costs.—Counse., Danckwerts and F. E. Weatherly ; Eldon 
Bankes and H. H. Gregory. Sowtcrrors, Guscotte, Wadham, & Bradbury, for 
— § Anson, Bristol; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for Hirst §& Sandford, 

ristol. 
{Reported by E.G. Stittwe.t, Barrister-at- Law. | 


BENFORD v. SIMS. Div. Court. 17th May. 


Anima, Cavgtty To—Cavuse or Crurtty—‘ Counsetiinc ’’ ComMissIoNn 
or Orrence—Summary Jurispiction Act, 1848 (11 & 12 Vicr. c, 43), 
8. 5—Crvztty to Anmmats Act, 1849 (12 & 13 Vicr. c. 92), 8. 2. 


Case stated by T. W. Lewis, Esq., a stipendiary magistrate for the 
County Borough of Cardiff. An information was laid by the appellent 
Benford under section 2 of the Cruelty to Animals Act, 1849, against 
the respondent Sims, a veterinary surgeon of Cardiff, for that he in 
December last did unlawfully cruelly illtreat a horse by causing it to be 
overworked whilst in an unfit state. Alfred Hunt, the owner of the horse, 
consulted Sims as to its fitness to work although at the time the horse was 
very lame. Sims gave the owner a certificate that the animal was better 
at work than standing in the stable or turned out to grass; that the owner 
was working the horse under his directions and that he accepted full 
responsibility. Benford, an inspector of the Society for Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals, saw the horse at work and took out the summons. 
The magistrate held on the evidence that working the horse in its then 
conditicn was an act of cruelty within that section, and that the 
respondent when he gave the certificate knew working it would be an act 
of cruelty, but he held that as the respondent had not himself actually 
worked the horse, nor had any authority to direct any other person to 
work it, he could not be convicted under section 2 of the Cruelty to 
Animals Act, 1849, which makes it an offence for ‘‘ any person to cruelly 
cause to be illtreated any animal.”” He found, however, that Sims had 
knowingly advised and counselled the act of cruelty and had he been 
proceeded against under section 5 of Jervis’s Act, 1848, the learned 
magistrate would have convicted, since that section enacts that every 
aoe who shall aid, abet, counsel, ur procure the commission of any 
offence which is or hereinafter shall be punishable on summary conviction 
shall be liable to be proceeded against and convicted for the same either 
together with the principal offender or before or after his conviction as if 
he were the principal offender.’’ He therefore dismissed the information. 
The prosecutor appealed. For the appellant counsel contended that the 
effect of section 5 of Jervis’s Act was to put an accessory in all respects in 
the same position as the principal. Here clearly Sims could have been 

against and convicted jointly with the owner of the horse ; the 
section, he submitted, made him liable if proceeded against separately. 
The question raised was of immense importance to the society because 


many owners who desired to work a horse unfit for work got a certificat: 
for a few from some veterinary surgeon and if proceeded 
against said at once the horse was worked on his advice. It was found 
useless to proceed in such cases, since magistrates invariably refused to 
convict under such circumstances. No one appeared for the respondent. 


Tue Court (Rrvtey and Cuanne.t, JJ.) held that the words of section 
5 of Jervis’s Act covered the words in section 2 of the Cruelty to Animals 
Act, 1849, and directed that the case should go back to the magistrate with 
an intimation that he ought to have convicted. 

Per Cuannevi, J.—The findings in this case are exceptional, and it 
must not be taken as a precedent for saying that in every case where a 
certifi has been given by a veterinary surgeon as to the fitness of a 
horse to work, and subsequently on a prosecution it is proved that the 
horse was unfit, that the veterinary surgeon is in every case to be 
held liable. If he honestly gave a certificate believing his opinion to be 
correct _ ise he would—not-be fo blame in my, 
opinion.—CounsEL, Colam. Souicrror, 8. J. Polhill. 

[Reported by Exsxixez Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. v. JUSTICES OF LONDON AND JUSTICES OF THE STRAND 
DIVISION AND DALTON. £z parte THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. 
Div. Court. 20th May. 


Licensinc Acts—APPEAL AGAINST Rervsat To Transrer—Costs or Suc- 
cessruL ApPpEAL—CERTIORARI—ALEHOUSE Act, 1828 (9 Gzo. 4, c. 61), 
ss. 27, 29. 


Cause shewn against a rule nisi for a certiorari to bring up to be quashed 
an order of quarter sessions for the County of London, so far as it referred 
to the payment of the successful appellant's costs by the justices of the 
Strand Division. In January last the justices for the Strand Division of 
the County of London held a special session for the transfer of licences to 
such persons as desired to keep inns, alehouses, and victualling houses to 
sell excisable liquors pursuant to 9 Geo. 4 and Acts amending the same. 
Dalton applied to them to transfer to hima licence in respect of the 
‘* Horse and Dolphin” public-house, and they refused his appiication. 
Dalton appealed to the Clerkenwell Quarter Sessions, when the decision 
of the Strand justices was reversed and the transfer granted. The 
justices appeared by counsel to inform the court of the reasons 
on which they had refused to grant the licence. The court of 
quarter sessions, after hearing counsel on both sides, further 
ordered that the justices ‘‘should forthwith pay or cause to 
be paid to the clerk of the peace of this county to Messrs. Layton 
& Sons, solicitors for the said Dalton, the sum of £35 for his 
costs, and this court doth further order that the treasurer of the County 
Council for London charged with the receipt aud expenditure of moneys 
from and out of which the costs of public prosecutions have ordinarily 
been defrayed, do repay unto the said justices and their solicitor the said 
sum of £35 and a further sum of £7 183., aud indemnify the said justices 
from all costs charged whatsoever t> which such justices may have 
been put by reason of their having had served upon them the 
notice of the intention of the said Dalton to appeal.’’ Counsel in shew- 
ing cause said the whole question was whether justices who appeared to 
oppose the transfer of a licence were ‘‘ parties.’’ If they were, then the 
order directing these justices as unsuccessful parties to pay the costs of 
the successful appellant was right. He submitted that in cases where the 
justices wefe themselves the objectors to the granting or transfer of a 
licence—in other words, where there was no third party, they must be 
either appellants or respondents, and as such “‘ parties ’”’ to the appeal. 
The case of Boulter v. Justices of Kent (1897, App. Cas. 558) decided that 
the licensing justices were not acourt of summary jurisdiction, and all the 
cases decided on the ground that they were went by the board. The question 
therefore rested solely on what was the true construction to be placed on 
sections 27 and 29 of the Act of 1828. It was clear enough that if the 
publican failed the justices were entitled to be paid their costs by him, 
and he submitted that by implication where the justices failed the 
publican was entitled to his costs from the justices. Counsel in support 
of the rule was not called upon to argue. 

Rivtey, J., said the rule must be made absolute. Mr. Low, in shewing 
cause, contended that in consequence of the ruling of the House of Lords 
in Boulter v. Justices of Kent (1897, App. Cas. 558), which put the Sum- 
mary Jurisdiction Acts out of the question upon this subject, that there 
must be by implication, if not. expressly stated within section 27 of the 
Act of 1828, a power to award costs against the justices because there was 
nobody else against whom they could be awarded. They must look 
therefore to the section itself and see if it said that in every case there 
might be the possibility of the power of making any such order. He 
himself was unable to findit. The section remained as it was before, and 
under that section, as it was construed before, without the assistance of 
the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, there would not have been the power to 
order costs against the justices, but with the assistance of those 
Acts and the decision of Reg. v. Justices of London (1895, 1 
Q. B. 616) it could be argued that if the justices made themselves 
parties there was power to order costs against them, and in 
that case the justices had made themselves parties to the appeal, otherwise 
| that case would be a decision completely against Mr. Low in the present 

instance, because the justices had not made themselves parties to the 
— Although the Summary Jurisdiction Acts no longer applied, 
| and therefore the case of Reg. v. Justices of London was not a pi 
| authority against Mr. Low’s contention, it did not follow that it was 4 
| decision in his favour ; nor did the Act of 1828, without the assistance of 
| the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, contain more than it did before the 
decision of Boulter vy. The Justices of Kent. The Act was the same, 

| they could not read into it now powers it never contained merely because 
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it had been held that the licensing justices were not a court of summary 
jurisdiction. If so, section 27 t to contain words to the effect that 
costs might be awarded against the justices; but there were no such 
ear that if the publican a0 essful, he 
' Thaver-> mu-reravarere 23-—but—thers _| fas no prov. 1 
were to pay his i p essiul- 
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the county such costs as he had been -_ to, but those could 
not include the costs of a successful appellant. order in the present 
case was that the justices should pay those costs, and they were to be 
imbursed by the county council. There was no power either under 
sections 27 or 29 to make such an order, and he was unable to accept the 
argument that, because the case of Reg. v. The Justiczs of London was no 
longer a point against Mr. Low in this case, that therefore he was entitled 
° Sseam. The old state of things reverted. The rule must be made 
absolute. 


CuanneELL, J., concurred.—Counset, F. Low; H. Avory. Soxticrrors, 
Layton, Sons, § Lendon; W. A. Blaxland. 


[Reported by Easxixe Retp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE PROTEC- 
TION OF INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY. 


At the meeting, on the 2nd inst., of the Congress of this association, 
Sir Henry Roscox (president) being in the chair during the first part of 
the proceedings, and the Arrorngy-Generay (Sir R. E. Webster, Q C., 
M.P.) during the latter part, 

Mr. J. Curren, Q.C., read a paper on ‘‘ Trade-Marks under the Euglish 
Law,’’ in which, after discussing the registration of trade-marks in 
i.ngland, he pointed out that, notwithstanding Article VI. of the Inter- 
national Convention, if a foreign trade-mark tendered for registration here 
under the convention was one which did not fulfil the requirements of 
section 64 of the English Act, it would be refused registration, although it 
was duly registered in the country of origin, and a lawful trade-mark 
there. As this country had acceded to the convention, it would seem to 
be a matter or common justice that the English statute should be so 
altered as to enable this principle of the convention to be carried into 
effect in England ; but, although the propriety of this being done was 
being constantly pointed out by many persons whose opinions are entitled 
to authority, including at least one judge of the High Court, it has not 
been done, and unless strong external pressure was brought to bear on the 
English Government, the probabilities were that it would not be done, 
especially as it was understood that the majority of those at present in 
authority were in favour of leaving the matter as it stands. ‘he most 
potent argument employed against the change was that it was unfair or 
unjust that foreigners should be permitted to register trade-marks of a 
character which English traders were prohibited from registering. If this 
argument was sound, the facts ought to have been perceived at the time 
this country assented to the convention, and the injustice above alluded 
to, if it were a real injustice, and not a mere sentimental grievance, ought 
to have turned the scale against acceding to the convention. Of course 
this state of things had largely reduced the number pe poe for 
registration here under the convention, as, in fact, the only advantage of 
applying in England under the convention was to gain that priority which 
was occasionally valuable. He concluded by moving: ‘‘ That this congress 
is of opinion that the English law as to the registration of trade-marks 
should be brought into harmony with the provisions of the International 
Convention.’’ 

After speeches by Mr. E. Hzum and Mr. Isguin, 

M. Gzorces Mamiarp (Paris), speaking in French, supported the 
motion. If there were any difficulties in France such as had been sug- 
gested, a small addition might be made to Article Vi. which would 
remove any doubts on the subject. 

Mr. Fiercusr Mov.ton, Q.U., said that at a congress like this Article 
VI. of the Convention must be a main subject of discussion, and one 
which he frankly admitted must be painful to those who belonged to the 
English nation, for we stood convicted on our own confession of ha 
cntered into international relations and bound ourselves by obligations 
which we had not kept. But much thought on the subject had convinced 
him that the way out of it was not sosimple as that proposed. It was 
impossible, if any limitation was to be put on trade-marks in any one 
country, to allow trade-marks which were of substantial importance to 
the inhabitants of that country to be freely by the inhabitants 
of other countries, and the defect of Article VI. was that the preliminary 
work had not been done of getting international unanimity as to what a 
trade-mark was. It appeared to him that the nations forming the con- 
vention should come to an understanding as to what might be regi 
as a trade-mark. No work more befitted the convention. Let them 
accept, he did not say the definition of any one country—all countries 
should make concessions—but they ought to get the acceptance by the 
convention of what was essential to constitute a trade-mark. If they had 
an international definition of a trade-mark, Article VI. ought to say that 
the decisions of the country of origin as to the admissibility of a trade- 
mark should be accepted in all the countries of the convention, and its 
registration should in no way leseen the rights of priority with regard to 
that trade-mark. As scon as — Mine we put in vag eng form no 
nation would be more eager to carry it out in its legislation than England. 

M. Petxterrer (Paris) contended that an international definition of a 





trade-mark existed already, and remarked het in Panes te olin Sp 
aay ty wate yoann pamper itunes ieradiad VI. 
orm. 

Dr. C. A. Martius (Berlin) and M. Asst (Paris) ha spoken, 

The Arrornry-GanzRaL "ia he understood ue Outler to that 
the law of England should be brought into harmony with the of 
the convention, so that Article V1. t be money carried out. He 
himeelf had long been of opinion that this was im le in the interests 
of all civilized nations. The language of these na’ was becoming more 
and more general and common every year, and he believed they would 
soon come to recognize the principle that you ought not to give to a private 
individual a private right or property in what belonged to the com- 
ogee Mr. Moulton had the true solution of the difficulty. 
They did not want to go back from the convention, but they wanted an 
extension and development of it, and for all civilized nations to what 
are the essential elements of a trade-mark. ‘The congress shoul euggest 
a definition of a trade-mark which could be adopted by all ci 


countries. . 

Mr. Fietcuzr Moviton, Q.0., proposed as an amendment to Mr. 
Cutler’s motion : ‘‘ This congress is of opinion that, in order to out 
the aims of Article VI. of the convention, it is desirable (1) that an inter- 
national definition of the essentials of a trade-mark should be adopted by 
the countries ies to the convention; (2) that the decisions of the 
country of origin as to the registrability of a trade-mark should be 
accepted by the other countries; and (3) that such decision as to a trade- 
mark should not affect the rights of any private person by reason of 

n. 


M. Mattiarp proposed as a further amendment: ‘‘ That every trade- 
mark duly a in the country of origin shall be admitted for 
registration and protected in the form of an original in all the 
countries * the Union, — tho constitute a 
trade-mark according to ti 

This having been seconded, 

Sir H. Roscoz suggested, in view of the difference in opinion in the 
congress, that the resolutions should not be voted upon, but referred to a 
committee to consider and report upon them. 

This was agreed to, and a committee was appointed. 


h it does not pro 
law of those countries.”’ 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday, the 
8th inst., Mr. Henry Morten Cotton in the chair. The other directors 
/ semwene were: Messrs. Robert Cunliffe, Grantham R. Dodd, J. R. B. 

tegory, Samuel Harris (Leicester ugustus Helder, M.P. (White- 


), A 
haven), F. —— pany! Sidney Smith, Richard W. Tweedie, F. T. 
. Scott 


Woolbert, and J. secretary), A sum of £435 was distributed in 
grants of relief, forty new members were admitted to the association, and 
o her general business traneacted. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Gsorcs Frepgrick Cooxs, solicitor, of Norwich, died on Friday 
week in his eightieth year. He had been attacked with ysis three 
weeks previously. Mr. Cooke was the pes po son of the Rev. William 
age vicar of Seas et ee ge ge - one otholding thet ——- 

county court j of Oxford, who, previous to a t- 
ment, had been county court judge of Norfolk. Mr. Cooke served his 
articles at Hereford, and was tted in 1843. He practised in London 
till 1874, when he was appointed registrar of the county court at Norwich. 
Shortly afterwards he became district of the h Court of Justice, 
and both these appointments he held 1894, when he retired, and was 
succeeded by his elder son, Mr. F. W. Cooke. Mr. Cooke was 
instrumental in the formation of the Norfolk and Norwich Law Society, 
which was founded in 1892, and over which he presided until 1896. Mr. 
Cooke was eminently successful and efficient in the discharge of his duties 
as registrar of the county court. As a local journal remarks, he — 
to the duties of his office ‘a mind of singular lucidity, and ono 
in the highest degree with the practice of a tribunal whose powers were 
constantly in process of ¢€ . Only those who can remember the 
Norwich court as it was to Mr. Oooke’s a tment, and can 


contrast it with what it was at the time of his are able to 
appreciate the excellence of the work which he accom . He leaves 
behind bim none but t memories. The testimony of 


ditied inpetals sod that i stjert es slays gt anos ons 
, im ; an ect was always | 

rather than to diecover a short cut to a speedy decision by availing 

of some legal technicality. What the outside public thought of his judicial 
capabilities may be inferred from the frequency with which he was invited 
to sit as arbitrator in cases of mercantile ute.” The widespread 
regard entertained for him by the members of his n was 

on the occasion of his retirement, when the mem of the N and 
Norwich Law Society presented him with a handsome silver tea and coffee 
service, the following — the inscription engraved upon the salver: 
** Presented to George F Cooke, Esq., by members of the ._ 
profession in Norwich and neighbourhood, on his retirement from 
office of registrar of the Norwich County Court and district registrar of 
the High Court, in token of their personal esteem, and in recognition of 
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the marked ability and unvarying courtesy with which for the past twenty 
years he has discharged his official duties.’’ Our read 
the benefit of Mr. Covke’s accurate practical knowledge of subjects 


ers had frequently 


affecting county courts, as for many years he was an occasional corre- 
spondent of this journal. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Mr. Cuanies Jerome, solicitor, L.C.C., has taken into partnership Mr. 


Ernest Amphlett Whitehouse, and they will practise as solicitors under the 


name or style of Jerome, Whitehouse, & Co., at 32, Walbrook, E.C. 


Disso.vTion. 


Watrer Taytor and J ames Port, solicitors, Manchester (Walter Taylor 
‘& Pott). May 31. 


GENERAL. 


[ Gazette, June 3. 


‘The. commission day for the Summer Assizes at Mauchester ha; been 


altered from Friday, the 8th, to Saturday, the 9th of July. 


It is announced that Mr. John Stone, solicitor, who has been for thirty- 
eight years Town Clerk of Bath, resigned that office on Tuesday, owing to 


ill-health. 


The Law and City Courts Committee of the Corporation have recently 
presented a report on various matters connected with the conduct and 
management of the City of London Court. They recommend the Corpora- 


tion to grant 


Mr. Commissioner Kerr a pension of £2,700 per 


annum on his retirement from office. The Corporation at their last meet- 
—— this resolution, but with the proviso that it should only take 
e 


Mr. 


is understood, he is prepared to do. 
The preliminary note to a recent number of the Journal of Comparative 


Legislation os 


the Isle of 


Commissioner Kerr retired within twelve months. This, it 


ints out that the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, is now in force in 
Gibraltar, Ceylon, Hong Kong, Victoria, South Australia, 


Western Australia, Queensland, New Zealand, Tasmania, Barbados, 
Trinidad, Jamaica, and Manitoba; and indicates, among the curiosities to 
be be noticed in the review of legislation, the fact that an escheator 
general survived until 1876 in Barbados, and that among the trades and 
professions for which municipal licence is required in British Columbia is 


that of astrologer. 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
Aprea. Covrr I. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the | 
7 , and Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- 


ies Court 











COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Appgat Couast Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. 
sseeeresseeree A =r, Leach Mr. Carrington 
14 Beal Jackson 
Leach Carrington 
—- 
aC Jarrington 
Beal Jack:on 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu. Romer. 
+13 Mr, Farmer Mr. Rolt 
+14 King Godfrey 
Farmer Rolt 
King Godfrey 
Farmer Rolt 
King Godfrey 


TRINITY SITTINGS, 1898, 


ft 


Mr. Justice 
STIR1LiNe. 
Mr. Lavie 
Pugh 
Lavie 
Pugh 
Lavie 
Pugh 
Mr. Justice 
Byrne. 


Mr. Ward 
Pemberton 
Ward 
Pemberton 
Ward 
Pemberton 


App motns ex pte 1 

( mots —a os Seen Coteus 
Wednesday 29 { on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps 
if required 


voree), and the County Palatine and | Friday, July 1 
Stannari Sat y ... 2) Chan final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl | mp a cove 4 
mots—appsfrom ordsmade | “US*™SY ©” app motns ex pte—orgl 
Tues., June 7 ({ on interlocutory mots (sep . 
list) and Chan final apps if | _ ) mots—apps from ords made 
ired Wes cana - poeta | mots (sep 
ist) and Chan final apps i 
be soma : \ required 
Friday ......10 
y...11 
Monday ...... 13 
Tuesday ...14 
“Wednesday 15 
“Thursday ...16 
Friday ......17 
y. 
Monday......20 
Tuesday ...21 
ednesday 22 
Thursday ...23 
Friday .... 
Saturday ...25 
Monday......27 


App motns ex pte—orgl | 


{County Palatine apps and 
* 1 Chan final apps 


App moths ex pte—orgl 
apps from ords made 
erlocu 


tory mots (sep 


list), and Chan final apps 


| ursc oe 
Chan final apps | _ rid 
| eae! 2) 
| Saturday 9 . 
| Monday ....11 ( “nan final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl Tuesday ...12 
mots— apps from ords made | 
on interlocutory mots (sep | (mots - 
list) and Chan final apps if | Wednesday 13 ( on inte 
required } 
} \if required 
panier 14 
Friday ...... 15 
Chen final apps | Saturday ...16 
Monday .....18 
| Tuesday .....19 


Chan final apps 


‘App motns ex pte—orgl 


mots Pe: ps — moog } mots—apps from ords made 
om TaNeEZOCULOry mows (SP | Wei......... 20 / on interlocutory mots (se 
list) and Chan final apps if | — and Chan final apps tt 
required required 

| Thursday ...21) 

| Friday 22 
Chan final apps | Saturday ...23 ) Chan final apps 

Monday..... 25 | 

a 





Se eae seme 


on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 
required 

Thursday ...28 


Wednesday 27 | 
e. 29} 
Saturday ...30 } Chan final apps 
ug. 1 j 
9 
, App motns ex pte—orgl 
| mots—apps from ords made 
ere 3( on interlocutory mots (sep 
{ list) and Chan final apps if 


reg ; 
Thursday ... 4 County Palatine apps and 


a 
rms Jaton 5 - 
Monday... 8 ¢ Chan final apps 
Tuesday 9 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 

Wednesday 10 ( on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 
required 


1 
Thuraday ...11) 
Friday .. .,.12 5 Chan final apps 


N.B.—Lunacy Matters (if any) are taken 
in Appeal Court II. on every Monday 
at Eleven until further notice. 


Appgat Covrr I. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division (Ad- 
miralty), and the Queen’s Bench Division 
Sitting in Bankruptcy. 

App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — ap; from ords 

Tnes., June 7 ( made on interlocutory mots 

and new trial paper if re- 


q 
8 : 
Meneeday | New tril pape 


Friday 103 Bkey apps and new trial 
wee i & 


Saturday ...11...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from 0 
Monday......13 { made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 


Tuesday ...14 

Wednesday 15 > Q B final apps 

Thursday ...16 

Friday ...... 17 m4 apps and Q B final 


Saturday ...18...Q B final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from or 

Monday .....20 ( made oninterlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if 
required 

Tuesday..,...21 ) . 

Wednesday 22 ; New trial paper 

Thursday ...23 J ; 

Friday ...... 24 i a. apps and new trial 


Saturday ...25...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from o 
Monday......27 { made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final appeals if 


Tuesday ...28 

Wednesday 29 Q B final apps 

Thursday ...30 

Friday, July 1 | — apps and Q B final 


Saturday ... 2...Q B final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
Monday...... 4( made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 


quired 
Tuesday ... 5) 
Wednesday 6 New trial paper 
Thursday ... 7 : 
Friday g } Bkey apps and new trial 
vo 8) paper 
Saturday ... 9...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte—orgl 


mots — apps from ords 
Monday..,.. 114 made on interlocutory mots 
and +3 B final appeals if 


Tuesday...... 12 

Wednesday 13 | QB final apps - 

Thursday ...14 - 103 tel 
o- ( Bkcy apps an na 
Friday ......15 } ap, 


Saturday ...16...Q B final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots and apps from ords 

Monday......18 ( made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 
quired 

Tuesday ...19 

Wednesday 20 > New trial paper 

Thursday ...21 - F wad 

Jay { Bkcy apps and new 
Friday vee By & P! 


pe 
Saturday ...23...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
( mots — apps from oi 
Monday ..,».25 , made on interlocutory mots 
(and @ B final apps if re- 
quired 





Tuesday ...26 
TS conerieeail 27 } Q B final apps 

Thursday ...28 

Friday ......29{ Bkcy apps and Q B final 


Saturday ...30 ..Q B final apps 
( App motns ex pte—orgl 


mots — apps from ords 
Mon., Aug. 1 } made on iatentoouhety mots 
| & new trial pa if required 
Tuesday ... 2 
.., a 3| New trial paper 
Thursday ... 4 


Friday .... 5 | Bkey apps and new trial 


{ paper 
Saturday ... 6 ' Row trial paper 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
Monday...... 8 { made on interlocutory mots 
) and Q B final apps if re- 


quired 
Tueslay ... 9 
Wed. ...... ‘30 | a ana apps 
Thursday ...11 = a » et 
00, ( Bkcy apps and Q na 
Friday ......12 (apps 


N.B.—Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) 
will be taken on days to be appointed 
by the court. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Court I. 

Me. Justice NORTH. 


Tues., June 7...Mots and adj sums 
nal ig ; ; Fur cons and adj sum: 
Friday ......10...Mots and adj — ‘ 

Sht caus, pets, fur cons, 
Saturday ...11 } ica 
Monday......13...Sitting in chambers 

14 

15 | 


seer dD 
Thursday ...16 ! Acts with wits 
17 


Friday ...... 

Saturday ...18 
Monday......20...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ....21 

Wed. .........22 

Thursday ...23 p Acts with wits 
Friday ...... 24 

Saturday ... 

Monday......27 ..Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...2 


Wednesiay 29 General paper 
Thursday ...30 - Romz2r, 
Friday, July 1. Mots and adj sums : 
Sht caus, pets (including 
Saturday ... 24 unopposed pets for Romer, 
J.), fur cons, and adj sums 
Monday .... 4..8itting in chambers 


J, and 


aon sales g | General paper P 
Thursday ... 7 om gg Romer, J, an 
Friday ...... 8... Mots and adj sums 


Sht caus, pets (including 
Saturday ... 9} unopposed pets for Romer, 

J.), fur cons, and adj suas 
Monday...... 11...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .....12 
Wednesday 13} General paper 
Thursday ...14 
Friday ...... 15...Mots and adj ones Fe 
7 ( Sht caus, pets, fur cons, 
Saturday ...16 } adj sums 
Monday......18...S8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...19 
Wednesday 20 > General paper 
Thursday ...21 j 
Friday ......22...Mots and adj — : 
: oa | Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Saturday ...23 (adj sums 
Monday...... 25 ..Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...26) 
Wednesday 27 
Thursday ...28 
Friday ... . 29...Mots and adj ome " 

ep | Sht caus, pets, far cons, 
Saturday ...30 ) adj sums 
Mon., Aug. 1...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ..... 2 
Wednesday 3 >General paper 
4 


y General paper 


Thursday ... ; 

Friday ...... 5...Mots and adj ~~ P 
{ Sht caus, pets, fur cons, 

Saturday ... ) adj sums 


Morday...... 8...Sitting in chambers 

Weineviay’ 10 ; General paper 

Thursday ...11...Motions by order 

Friday ......12...General paper 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be s0 
heard. Two copies of oe = = 
proposed judgment or order mus' 
in court with the judge’s clerk the day 
before the cause is to be put in the paper. 

When witness actions can be taken on any 
days other than those appointed, due 
notice will be given. 
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Lorp CHancetior’s Court. 
Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
eae June Fema adj sums, and gen pa 
Thursday of 9 } General paper 
Friday ...... 10 ..Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Saturda: 1 Sht caus, pets, adj sums, & 
y ..1l pa 
ponte hoosta -. . iting in chambers 
esday ...14 
Wednesday 15 ; General paper : 
Thursday ...16 : a for Kekewich, J, and 
i 1 


Friday ...... 7...Mots, adj sums, andgen pa 
Sht caus, pets (including 


unopposed pets for Keke- 
Saturday ...18) wich, J), adj suma, and 
pa 
Monday .....20...5itting in chambers 
Tuesday .....21) 
Wednesday 22 5 General paper — 
Thursday ...23 Mets for Kekewich, J, and 


iday ......24...Mots, adj a 
aed sues (Sht suum" pets including 
Saturday ...25) Unopposed pets 


or Keke- 
wich, J), adj sums, and 


1 pa 

Monday..... a7... Bitting in chambers 

° 29 
Thasiag ...80 ) Witness actions 
Friday, July 1 
Saturday =~ 
Monday...... 4...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 5 


S) 
Thursday ... 7 Witness actions 
. 8 


Frida: 

Mo ioe. “y Sitting in chambe 
onday...... 1... Sitting in c rs 

Tuesday ...12 

Wednesday i3| General paper 

Thurs. ...... 14 


Friday ..... 15...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Saturday ...16 — caus, pets, adj sums, 


pa 
Monday......18...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...19 
Wednesday 20 General paper 
Thursday ...21 
Friday ...... 22...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Baturday ...23 Sht caus, pets, adj sums, & 


pa 
Monday...... 95. Ritts in chambers 
itting 


Y ...26 
‘Wednesday 27 } General 
Thursday ...28 Saad 
Friday ...... mary: adj-sums, =f gen pa 
{ Sht caus, pets, |j sums, 
Saturday +30) and en pa ? ’ 
Mon., Aug. 1...8itting in chambers 


Tuesda A “1 3 | General paper 
Thursday ... 4 ..Mots and general paper 
Friday ...... 5...Mots continued 


Saturday ... 6...Remaining mots & gen pa 
Monday...... 8...8itting in chambers 


Thursday ...11 Remainiog business 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
ing minutes of the pro) judgment or 
order, must be left with the judge’s clerk 
one clear day before the cause is to 
put into the paper. 


Wirxess Actions.—Witness actions may 
be taken on days other than those above 
stated, of these due notice will be given. 


Cuancery Court IV. 
Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 


The following will be the Order of Business 
according to the days of the week :— 


Monday—Sitting in chambers 
ina,..... 


y.. 
Wednesda 
Thursday ...... 
Friday (except June 17 and 24) — 
Motions and Adjourned Summonses. 
The first oy of the Sittings, Tuesday, 
June 7, also be a Motion day. N.B.— 
Friday, Aug. 5, will be the last day of 
which Notice of Motion can be given 


without _ leave. 

Saturday—Short Causes and Petitions will 
be taken on Saturdays, June 11, July 2 
and 23, and Aug. 6. 

The Business for the other Saturdays will 
be from time to time announced in the 

aily Cause List. 

Actions for Trial with Witnesses will be 
taken on Tuesday, June 14, and con- 
tinued until the end of the following 
week. Motions and Uaopposed Peti- 
tions will be heard during that period 
by Mr. Justice Stirling. 

Actions for Trial with Witnesses will also 
be taken at other times. Notice will be 
given in the Daily Cause List. 





General paper 





Mr. Justice Stirling’s Motions and Un- 
Petitions will be taken in this 
while he is 
Actions—viz., on Thursdays, June 30 and 
July 7. 
Cuancery Court III. 
Me. Justice BYRNE. 


every day of the Si + 
from June 7 to Aug. 12, both 
clusive. 

Business in the Liverpool and Manchester 
District Registries will be taken as 


Summonses in Chambers on every other 
Saturday commencing with Saturday, 
June 18. 

Cuancery Court II. 
Mar. Justice ROMER, 
—— June 7...Mots and non wit list 
RE 8 . 
Thursday ... | Witness list 
Friday ...... 7 —- non wit list 
" caus, procedure 

Saturday ...11{ sums, opposed pets, and 

non wit list 

pontey sect fps in chambers 

icsesd 7 A 
ai | me a 


Friday ...... 17...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, copened 
pets, procedure sums, an 

Saturday ...18) pon wit list, including un- 

pets for North, J 

Monday......20...8itting in chambers 


oO seeseeees 





Thursday ...14 
Friday ...... i — non wit list 

‘ets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday 16 sums," opposed pets, and 
non wi! 


Tuesday ...19 

Wednesday 20 Witness list 

Thursday ...21 

Friday ...... 22...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, opposed 

Saturday ...23 fps procedure sums, and 
non wit list 

Monday......25...8itting in chambers 

Tuesday ....26 

Wednesday 27 > Witness List 

Thursday .. 28 


Frid® ...... 29.,.Mots and non wit list 

Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday ...30 {sums — pets, and 
non wit 


Mon., Aug. 1...8itting in chambers 
Tuesduy ... 2 
Wednesday 3} Witness list 
Thursday .., 4 
Friday ...... 5...Mots and non wit list 

( Pets, sht caus, opposed pets, 
Saturday ... 6 | prostdure sums, and non 
it li 


wil it 
Monday...... §...8itting in chambers 
esda 9 


Tu = 

Wednesday 10 } Witness list 

Thuraday ...11 

Friday ......12...General paper 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
ae os He wy of _. a 4 

ro) ju ent or order m eft 

to court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 


of the pro J t or Order, 1 
Copy Pl andl y Chief Clerk’s 
i which must be left in 


Remarks. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 


Truiry Srrrivts, 1898. 





Court 
” 

(Nisi Prius 
intervening) 
” 

” 

” 

” 

7 
” 

” 

” 
South Wales 
Circuit 
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” 
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” 

” 

” 

” 

















Nisi Prius | Nisi Prius | Nisi Prius | Nisi Prius | Chambers | Divisional 
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’ 
Nisi Prius | Nisi Prius | Nisi Prius | Com. List | Nisi Prius | Chambers 
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.) 
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” 
Northern 





< ay Waieurt, J.| Bavcz, J. |Kexwepy,J.| Rivtey, J. | Browam, J. (Danuixa, J. Gaye, ome nee 


Divisional | Divisional | Div. Court. 
Court 


8.E. Circuit 
” 
” 
° 
” 
” 
” 
| ” 
» 
End 
Bankru 
and 
panies’ 
” 
Rail 
and 
” 
” 
” 
” 
” 





Court 
” 
Divisional 
Court 
” 
idland 
Circuit 
” 
” 
” 
” 
» 
” 
” 
‘ 
" 
” 
End 
it. Crim, 
Court 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1898. 
Appgat Court I.—Noricrs. 


Gueen’s Bench interlocutory appeals will be taken in Court I. on Tues- 
day, June 7, and afterwards on every Monday in Trinity Sittings. 
Bankruptcy appeals will be taken on Friday, June 10, and following 
Frida 


8. 
evento Bench final appeals and new trial motions will be taken 
in Court J. in alternate weeks during the Sittings. New trial motions 
will be taken in Court I. on Wednesday, June 8, and following days in 
that week. Final appeals in the second week. 

On Mondays and Fridays final appeals or new trial motions will be 
taken if there are not enough interlocutory or bankruptcy appeals for a 
day’s paper. 

Admiralty appeals (with assessors) will be taken in Court I. on days 
y, aca appointed by the Court, notice of which will appear in the Daily 

use List. 


AppraL Covrt II.—Norices. 


N.B.—Interlocutory appeals from the Chancery and Probate and Divorce 
Divisions will be taken in Court II. on Tuesday, June 7, and afterwards 
on every Wednesday in Trinity Sittings. 

N.B.—Subject to-Chancery interlocutory appeals on Wednesdays, Chan- 
cery final appeals will be taken every day in Court II. until further 
notice. 

N.B.—When the interlocutory appeals are not enough for a day’s 
paper, Chancery final appeals will be added on interlocutory days. 

N.B.—Probate and Divorce final appeals will be taken in the Chancery 
Appeal List as reached. 

Appeals from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts (if any) will be 
taken in Court II. on Thursday, July 7, and Thursday, August 4. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 


In re Perkins Poyser v Beyfus app of defts from order of Mr. Justice 
North, dated Feb 23, 1898 (ca v May 26) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

(Final List.) 
1898, 

In re Bagshawes, ld & Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 app of Hearl & Tonks 
(1897), ld from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 1, 1898 (order 
not perfected) Feb 15 

Ecroyd v Coulthard app of John Leach & anr from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated March 23,1898 March 16 

In re Woods & Lewis & V & P Act, 1874 app of Barnet-Lewis from 
order of Mr Justice Romer, dated March 4,1898 March 18 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 & In re Baxters ld_ app of 
Baxters ld from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 2, 1898 
(s o June 26) March 24 

Brabourne v Anglo-Austrian Print & Publishing Co 1d Dobell v Same 
app of Nunn & Popham from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 
16, 1898 March 26 

Ward v Mayor, &c of Boro’ of Portsmouth app of plt from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated March 25, 1898 March 28 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re The General Phos- 

hate Corpn ld app of The Mortgage Insce Corpn ld from order of 
r Justice Wright, dated March 23, 1898 March 28 

Osmond’s ld v Balmoral Cycle Co app of dfts from order of Mr Justice 
Kennedy (for Mr Justice North), dated March 29, 1898 April 2 

Attorney-Gen v Siddall app of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated January 21,1898 April 5 

Manchester, Sheffield, & Lincolnshire Ry Co v Anderson app of deft 
from order of Mr. Justice Byrne, dated March 24, 1898 April 6 

Day v Challis app of pltsfrom order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated April 
1, 1898 April 6 

In re The City Assets Co ld & Clarkson & V & P Act, 1874 app of the 
yn Assets Co ld from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated March 14, 1898 
April 6 

Bence v Shearman app of deft T Shearman, from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Feb 11, 1898 April 7 

In re White Pennell v Franklin app of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Jan 13, 1898 April 7 

Brown v Thorn Thorn v Brown app of defts A Thorn and ors from 
— 5 Justice Gorell Barnes (sitting, &c) dated“Feb 15, 1898 
April 14 

Savill Bros, 1d v Langman app of deft from order of Mr Justice Romer, 
dated March 31, 1898 April 14 

In reGyde Ward v Little app of H M Attorney-Gen from order of Mr 
Justice North, dated April 5, 1898 April 22 

The Universal Industrial Syndicate, ld vy Eadie app of plts from order 

of Mr. Justice North, dated March 28, 1898 (security ordered) April 23 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 


1897. 
The Mersey Docks & Harbour Board vy R Hunter, Craig, & Co app of 


Harding v Pooley app of dft from judgt of Justices Wright and Kennedy, 

dated Nov 3, 1897 Decl 

Clarkson v Button app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Nov 26, 1897, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Dec 1 

Wiesener v Levison appof dft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Nov 10, 1897, at without a jury, Middlesex Dec 3 

Hall v Mildren app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Channe!l, dated Yow 

. 12, 4! at re agen a i Pas ages Dec 6 lites 

tange & Co v tz app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridle 

Nov 24, 1897, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Dec 8 : 

E J Phillips v The School Board for London (CrownSide) app of 
from judgt of Justices Wright and Kennedy, dated Oct 27, 1897 9 

BR K Cockerton v The School Board for London (Crown Side) app 

from judgt of Justices Wright and Kennedy, dated Oct 27, 1897 9 

Sea Insurance Co, ld & anor v Blogg app of dft from judgt of Mr Justi 
Mathew, dated Nov 5, 1897, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 10 

Mackipnon v Clark app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
Dec 2, 1897, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Dec 11 

Belmarco v The London Hanseatic Bank, 1d app of dfts from j of 
Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 29, 1897, at trial without a jury 14 

Groves v Wimborne ye Ae plt from judgt of Mr Justice G m, 
dated Dec 3, 1897, at trial without a jury, Cardiff Dec 14 

Schenker, Walford, & Co v Glanville & ors app of plts from judgt of Mr 
—s Bigham, dated Dec 3, 1897, at trial without a jury, M 

ec 17 

Major v Storey upp of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated Dec 
10, 1897, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Dec 18 

The Pontefract Park Trustees (applts) v The Assessment Committee of 
the Pontefract Union (rspts) (Crown Side) app of applts from j of 
Justices Wright & Kennedy, dated Nov 26, 1897 Dec 20 

J. Hartley & ors (applts) v The Assessment Committee of the Po hotgest 
Union (respts) (Crown Side) app of applts from judgt of ; 
Wright & Kennedy, dated Nov 26, 1897 Dec 20 

Warren v Moore app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Hawkins, dated 
Dec 14, 1897, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Dec 23 

The West London Syndicate ld (applts) v The Commrs of [Inland Reyenue 

(rspts) (Revenue) app of applts from jdgt of Justices Grantham and 

Channell, dated Dec 15, 1897 Dec 30 

The National Telephone Co ld (applts) v The Commra of Inland Revenue 

(rapts) (Revenue) app of applts from jdgt of Justices Grantham and 

Channell, dated Dec 14, 1897 Dec 30 


1898. 


Woolf v Hamilton app of pltf from jdgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Dec 21, 1897, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 4 

Andrews v Lubbock app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
Dec 18, 1897, at trial withouta jury, Middlesex Jan 4 

Parr’s Banking Co, ld v Yates app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Brugge, 
dated Dec 15, 1897, at trial without a jury, Liverpool Jan 6 

RB H Buckley & Sons, ld v N Buckley & Sons app of dfts from judgt of 
Mr. Justice Bruce, dated Dec 20, 1897, at trial, &c, Salford Jan 11 
The Salt Union, ld v The North Staffordshire Ry Co (Railway and Canal 
Commission) app of applts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, The 
Right Hon Sir F Peel, and The Right Hon Viscount Cobham, dated 
Dec 17, 1897 Jan 12 


- FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1898. 


Buss v Allen &Sons appu of ptfs from jdgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and jdgt, da March 24, 1898, at trial before Mr Justice Day 

and — jury, Middlesex March 30 

Edwards v London General Omnibus Cold appn of ptf for jdgt or new 
trial on app from verdict and jdgt, dated March 25, 1898, at trial before 
Mr Justice Day and special jury, Middlesex March 31 

Hughes v Cooksey & anr appln of B Oookeey for jdgt or new trial on 
app from verdict and jdgt, dated March 23, 1898, at trial before Mr 
Justice Bruce and common jury, Middlesex April 4 

Grove v Buluwayo Estate & Trust Co ld appn of dfts for jdgt or new 
trial on app from verdict and jdgt, dated March 29, 1898, at trial before 
Mr Justice Darling and common jury, Middlesex April 5 

Boaler v Aylward appn of ptf in person for jdgt or new trial on app 
from verdict and judgt, dated , at trial before Mr 
Justice Mathew and special jury, Middlesex April 7 

Hall v Allkins appln of deft for jdgt or new trial on app from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 23, 1898, at trial before Sheriff of Court of 
London April 14 f 

Spokes & ors v Grosvenor & West End Ry Terminus Hotel Co & ors appln 
of E J Newitt for jdgt or new trial on app from verdict and jdgt, dated 
April 5, 1898, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and special jury, Middle- 
sex April16 

Glover v Williamson and anr appin of plt for jdgt or new trial on app 
from verdict & jdgt, dated Feb 24, 1898, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and special jury, Newcastle on Tyne April 18 

Davies v Coram & Co appln of plt for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and jdgt, dated March 23, 1898, at trial before Mr Justice Chan- 
nell and special jury, Glamorgan April 20 

Friern Barnet Urban District Council v Richardson appln of plts for jdgt 
or new trial on app from verdict and jdgt, dated Apel 20, 1898, 
trial before Mr Justice Grantham and special jury, Middlesex April 27 

Harrold & anr v Watney appln of plts for jdgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and jdgt dated April 26, 1898, at trial before Mr Just’ce Ridley 





dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 13, 1897, at trial 
without a jury, Middlesex Nov 27 


and common jury, Middlesex April 30 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trintry Srrrines, 1898. 

Notices relating to the Chancery Cause List. 

fot PTuinity’ Sittings Pa age Ay ~ foll ring exceptions ‘ine * 
stated in the Trinity Sit ‘aper, wil e follo , Viz. : 

Mr. Justice North.—In consequence of Mr. Justice North sii for the 
disposal of his lordship’s own witness list, from Tuesday, 14 
until Saturday, June 25 (inclusive), his lordship’s motions and unopposed 
petitions will be taken by Mr. Justice Romer—that is to say, motions 
on Thursday, June 16, and Thursday, June 23; unopposed petitions on 
Saturday, June 18, and Saturday, June 25. If witness actions can be taken 
on any days other than those above appointed, due notice will be given. 

Mr. Justice Stirling.—In consequence of Mr. Justice Stirling sitting for 
the dispoeal of his lordsbip’s own witness list, from Tuesday, June 28 
until Saturday, July 9 (inclusive), his lordship’s motions and un 
petitions during that time will be taken by Mr. Justice Kekewich— 
that is to say, motions and unopposed petitions on Thursday, June 30, 
and Thursday, July 7. If witness actions can be taken on any days other 
than those above appointed, due notice will be given. 

Mr. Justice Kekewich.—The order of business before Mr. Justice Keke- 
wich will be as stated on the sittings paper. Actions for trial with wit- 
nesses will be taken on Tuesday, June 14, and continued until the end 
of the following week. They will also be taken at other times. Notice 
will be given in the Daily Cause List. 

Mr. Justice Romer.— Witness actions will be commenced on Wednesday, 
June 8. In consequence of Mr. Justice Romer sitting for the disposal 
of his lordship’s own witness list, from Tuesday, June 28, until Saturday, 
July 9 (inclusive), bis lordship’s motions and unopposed petitions during 
that time will be taken by Mr. Justice North—that is to say, motions on 
Thursday, June 30, and Thursday, July 7; unopposed petitions on Satur- 
day, July 2, and Saturday, July 9. When the witness list is being 
taken, further considerations will not be taken on the Tuesday. 

Mr. Justice Byrne will take witness actions every day in the order as 
they stand in his lordship’s cause book. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Byrne will take Liver- 
pool and Manchester business as follows : 

1. Motions, short causes, petitions, and adjourned summonses on every 
other Friday, commencing with Friday, June 17. 

2. Summonses in chambers will be taken on every other Saturday, com- 
mencing with Saturday, June 18. 

Summonses before the judge in chambers.—Justices North, Stirling, 
Kekewich, and Romer will sit in court the whole day on every Monday 
during the sittings to hear chamber summonses. 

Summonses adjourned into court will be taken (subject to the witness 
list) as follows: Mr. Justice North on the days stated in the Trinit 
Sittings paper, and on Fridays and Saturdays; Mr. Justice Stirling, wit 
non-witness actions; Mr. Justice Kekewich on Fridays as stated in the 
Trinity Sittings paper; Mr. Justice Romer, with non-witness actions, except 
procedure summonses, which (if any) are taken every Saturday, and aleo 
on other days as the judges may direct. 

Special notice with reference to the Chancery Witness Lists. 

During the Trinity Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of their 
own Witness Lists as follows :— 

Mr. Justice North will take his Witness List for the f ight, 
beginning on Tuesday, June 14, and will sit continuously (Monday, June 
20, excepted) until Saturday, June 25. 

Mr. Justice Stirling will begin on Tuesday, June 28, and sit 
continuously (Monday, July 4, excepted) until Saturday, July 9. 

Mr. Justice Kerewich will begin on Tueeday, June 14, and sit 
continuously (Monday, June 20, excepted) until Saturday, June 25. 

Mr. Justice Romer will take his Witness List as stated in the Sittings 


Paper. 

N.B.—When the Witness Lists can be taken on any days other than 
thoee above appointed, due notice will be given. 

During the fortnight when a — is engaged on his Witness List, 
Motions in Causes or Matters assigned to him (including ——_ Motions, 
but not including Motions relating to the peeneen of the Trial or 
Hearing of any Cause or Matter in h rdship’s List), and also 
Unoppoeed Petitions assigned to him, will be heard by one of his 

es as follows :— 
— assigned to Mr. Justice North will be heard by Mr. Justice 


mer. 

— ouent to Mr. Justice Stirling will be heard by Mr. Justice 
ewich. 

— assigned to Mr. Justice Kekewich will be heard by Mr. Justice 


g- 
— assigned to Mr. Justice Romer will be heard by Mr. Justice 





Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to May 28, 1898, inclusive.) 


Before the Right Honourable Sir age, Bi: ary act & mf 
Francis H. Jeune, President of The Llangollen Urban District 
the Probate, Divorce, and Ad- Council v Best act (not before 
miralty Division (Sitting as an June 15) 


additional Judge of the Chancery 


Goode v Bridgwater & Co act 
Division). 


Poney v Hordern act &mf j 
The London investment 
Co ld v Shinalnicoff act 
In re Waymouth Waymouth v 
| _Waymouth act 
Willis v Aste act 
The Iinproved Electric Glo Lamp 


peper act (wits) June 14 





Before Mr. Justice Norru. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
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Ligh 
In re Joel & Fantas’ Patent, No 
23,111 of 1895, and Patents, 
= ptn entered in Witness 


Before Mr. Justice Straume. 


Motor Carriage and 


act 
In re Taylor Atkinson v Lord act 
&mfj (set down by order—s o 
one month after depositions filed 


) 
C v Sunbury on Thames 
Ueban District Council act 
Barrett v Barrett act 
The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co, ld 
vStone act 
Blaiberg v Mear act 


Pretcher v The New Rio Tinto 


leadings 
B: North Borneo Development 
Corpn Id v Colmer gen | 
nen Eley act (set down by 
t 
Gates v Mott act 
John Smith’s Tadcaster Brewery 
Co ld v Favell act (Sheffield 
R 


DR) 
Sedgwick v Hawse action without 
pleadings (set down by order) 
The Life Interest. & Reversionary 
Securities Corpn ld v Hand in 
Hand Fire & Life Insce Soc 

act 





Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Say v Griffith act(aot before July 1) 
Dominion Brewery Co, ld v Foster 
act & counter claim (restored) 

Hoe & Co v Foster & Sons act 

leadings to be delivered) 

W: v Lubbock act 

Lubbock v Wilson act & motn for 
judgt (advanced by order) pit 
&. Wilson dead 

Beale v Honess act 

In re Hedgcock Rawlinson v 
H act 

Wallis v Barnard act 

Remus & Temler v H Stevenson & 
Sons act (not before June 21) 

Preedy v Mayor, &c of Gloucester 


act 
In re Walker Walker v Smith 
v Stoddart act without 


mg (restored) 
v Kirby act 


Jacobs v Wicks’ Rotary 
Casting Co ld act (not before 
July 5) 7 


Morgan v Howells act 

Matthews v Armstrong act 

Bennett v Hudson act 

Hopkins v Hemsworth act 

Taylor v Martin act (deft dead) 

The Mica Insulator Co v The Elec- 
trical Cold act 

Holloway v Haviland act 

Matthews v Matthews act 

Gilbert v Wheaton act 

De Lissa v Universal Weldless 
Steel Tubes Co, &c ld act and 
counter claim 


Before Mr. Justice Romrr. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Edison Bell Phonograph Corpn id 
v Rigg act 
The Incandescent Gas Light C> 1d 
v New Incandescent (Sunlight 
Patent) Gas Lighting Co 
act 








In re Preston Preston v pe | 
act pt hd & adjd sumns ( } 
Inman v Bishop Inman v G 

& Co act (consolidated) 


cpa lle 
4 
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Brady v Hannan’s Gold Estates ld 
Symonds v Bellman act Che- 


No 10,644 of 1887, and No 13,443 
+E aaa pet entered in Witness 


In re & Jackson’s Patent 
No 22,928 of 1895, & pet entered 
in witness list 


Heelis v Ma alla 
Scott v Crossley 
a (trading, &c) v Stafford 


. Philpot $ gh A 

arren v Jenner to 

be delivered , 

Baker v Dix & Warlow act 

Everitt v Grout act 

Attorney-Gen v Society Established 
for the Relief of I t Persons 
——e S Theatre Royal, 

Covent act 


siting . onaits ar ‘Fudge of 

as an 0) 0 

e Cheney Division.) 
Companies (Winc 


ding-up). 
W Brock & Son ld (eestor pro- 


ceed: 

African ied Estates Co ld (for 
discharge of order dated June 21, 
1894, as regards applicant) 

London & General Bank Id (to com- 
pel attendance of witness) 

London & West of England Con- 
tract Co aaa to issue writ of 


attachment) 
Colonial Debenture Cupe — (vary 
order refusing c exmn 
Ormonde G ay Club, 1d (for 
leave to issue writ of attachment) 
Southern Counties Deposit Bank, ld 


to uidato 
Intorttonal Cnmerelt Co ld (for 
committal) 


= & General Bank, ld (com- 
Veuve Monnier et ses Fils, ld (to 
enforce delivery of accounts) 





boat Assocn, ld (delivery up of 
possession) 





Before Mr. Justice Bryans. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses) 
Son, & Co act 


prow Gling ct pth 

wn v 

Wackett v Gingell, Son, & Co act 
Lewin v Hood act 

Dessau vy Grueber act 

Samuel v Gibbon act (restored 
after master’s certificate) 


Transferred by og dated May 


Pneumatic Rubber Stamp Co ld v 
Lindner act (June 15) 

In re Ehrhardt’s Patent, No 3 116 
of 1891 petn entered in Wit- 
ness Li-t by order, dated July 10, 
1897 (u-' before July 1) 
Coates v Dunes act & mf j 
Gregory v Freame act 

Warren v Invicta Patent Brick 





Man Co ld act (not 
before July 1 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


June 13.—Messrs. Banker & Neavz, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., valuable Ground-rents, 
amounting to £630 annum, secured upon 11 Town “Mansions in Ba =s 
ea pe about £4,500; lease 92 years. Solicitors, Messrs. Nisbet, & 

on, (See adv ertisement, y 28, p. 3.) 

June 14, 14. Mc nars. Bean, Burnett, & Exparpar, at the Mart, at 2 p.m, : 

Hoxton — one mile of the boundary of the City of London).—Freehold Ground 
and other Rents, amounting to £178 13s. per annum, well-secured upon 50 shops 
and houses, including a ful ly-licensed public-house known as The Ivy House, 
with reversions in the years 1923 and 1924 to the rack-rentals, amounting to 
about £1,£00 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. James & James, of London. 

Stamford Hill.—A Semi-detached Residence, lease 94 years, with possession. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Bird & Eldridges, London. 

By 3 —Two Semi-detached Residences ; old matured gardens in the rear; let at 

fh ob om mum each; lease 82 years. Solicitors, Messrs. West, King, Adams, & 


(Bee Sivediinenente, June 4, p. 7.) 

June 14.—Messrs. Foster, at 54, PB -mall, at 1 for 2 p.m. 

West K: m (19, Glazbury-road) Held for a ‘om of which about 74 years are 
unexpi' at £15 per annum; with ion ; within a few minutes’ walk of 
8t. Paul’s School. Solicitors, Messrs. ton & Morgan, London. 

mg (29, Howley-place).—Held for about forty-four years, at £15, Solicitors, 

Messrs. Walker, Martineau, & Co., London, 
(See advertisements, June 4, p. 10). 

June 15.—Messrs. Eowis Fox & Bov aeaEm, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold yg | 
Estate, on the summit of Muswell-hill, comprising 18 acres, with a frontage of 800 
Seeemh tease _ eo Messrs. Munton & Morris, London. (See adver- 

week, p. 5 

June 15.—Mesers. H. E. Fostrr & Cranrixcp, at the Mart, ‘at 2 p.m., three Residences 
at West Dulwich, producing £154 per annum; lease 65 pedal Solicitors, Messrs, 
Mear & Fowler, London. 
see RENTAL = 

253 per annum, secu upon property forming part of Piccadilly-circus, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Ricketts & Co. bm: a : tes . 

June 16.—Mesars. Fostex & Cranriexp, at the —_ at 2 p.m. 

REVERSIONS : 

To £150,000 Trust Estate; lady aged 36, provided she survives her husband, 

47; with policies. Solicitor, H. Stanley-Jones, Esq., London 
To One-fourth of Freehold Farm, value £3,200; lady aged 55. Bolicitor, H. 
Stanley-Jones, Esq., London 

To ——— of a Trust Fund “ot £14,739 Consols; lady aged 46. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Hasties, London. 3 

To ya ganr of Freehold Properties, situated at Brighton, Sutton, and Peck- 
= _—— £800 perannum,. Solicitors, Messrs. Burgess, Cosens, & Co., 


To Fn ae a of Freehold and Leasehold Properties, producing £708 per annum 
and Stocks value £5,000; lady aged 70. Solicitors, Messrs H. Dede & Co. 


London 

To One-twentieth of a Trust Fund value £17,500 in Consols and Railway Stock ; 
lady pn Ay may 76, — gentleman aged 43 survives her. Solicitors, Messrs. 

ros , Lond 

Toa Fund (Frecholds and Gas and Railway Stock) of the value of £6,000 ; 

tleman aged 64. Solicitors, Messrs, Cla _—— Fitch, & Co., London. 
e-sixth of £2,785 in Consols; lady age Bolicitors, Messrs. E. & J. 
Mote, London. 
To ef a of a Trust Fund value £3,000 in Freehold and Leasehold Property 
and ; lady 56, provided tleman aged 24 survive; with policy. 
Rolicitors Mesars. uglas Norman & Co., London. 
To One-eighth of a Trust Fund of £30,700 in Consols ; lady aged 72. Solicitor, G. 
a Ww. Brown, Esq., London 
Of £200 during lifetime of Ls. nee aged 50; with policies. Solicitor, H. 
Of £75 out of « Trust’ Fund; lady aged h policy. Sol 
out of a un 40; wit ic icitors, Messrs, 
Douglas Norman & Co., a i — 
POLICIES : 

For £3,000, £2,000, £2,000, ‘ ° 000, £1,000. Solicitors, Messrs. Taylor & Tare, 
Messrs. Blaker, Baker, & Hawes, Messrs, Pearce-Jones & Co., and G 
Matthews, Esq., all of London. 

(See advertisements, this week, back 

June 17.—Messrs. Humpert & Fuint, at the > ds 
Herts.—The Delrow Estate, situate in the Ristrict ‘of Aldenham, 2 miles from Wat- 
ord ; comprises a picturesque family mansion-house, containing 4 reception 
rooms and 21 bed and dressing rooms, The estate embraces an area of 108 acres 
ti es park and rich a adorned = — ornamental forest 
and possessing extensive frontages to good parish roa Solicitors, Lyne 
& Holman, London. (See advertisement, June 4, ar 8.) 7 
RESULT OF SALE. 

Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold last Thursday the Frecholds, 36 and 38, Brunswick- 
street, Poplar, for £425; the Freehold, 123, Leyton-road, for £320; the Leasehold Dwell- 
ing-house, 27, Selwyn-road, Bow, for £330; a row of 6 Dwelling. houses in Camberwell for 
£1,300 ; a Freehold, 103, Cannon-street-road, for £1,000; 2 wooden Shops in Mile End- 
road for £1,250 ; the adjoining House and Shop for £1, 000. 


Waknine To InTENDING Hovse Purcuaszrs AND Lessees.—Before pur- 

chasing or Seemioed, Tested, house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 

and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 

—o -» 65, ’ Victoria - street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
x (Established 21 years.) —[ApvrT.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, June 3, 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 


Luarzp m CHanozry. 

Crea IspustrRizs Conrgnegeen. Luntrp—Creditors are required, on or before July 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr 

Isaac Coop, Wool Exchange. Cannon & Co, 19, Wool Exchange, solors for liquidator 
Heiwe.serc Rooprroort Extexsion Gop Mixes, Lim1rep—Creditors are required, on or 
y,¢ ny 12, to send their names and ad addresses, and the parti of their 
fa baeids or — Joseph John Thomas, 91, Queen Victoria st. Dixon & Co, solors 

or 

Lerroy a — (W.A.), Lunrep (1x Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or 
before A 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars o' their debts 
= W. A. Bawden, 6 and 7, Grocers’ Hall ct. Campion & Simmons, solors 


liq 
Lomparpy Goto Mixz, Lintreo—Creditors are required, on or before July 4, tosend 











their names and addresses, and dior of their debts or claims, to Frederick John 
358, Mansion House ch 
ParsLey Buos, eon ok eae ane aang on or potene Jun? 30, to send their 
ag ae aa - lars of their claims, to Mr George Graham Poppleton, 
164, eraga’ 
TonsripcEe ay anp Gewerat Surpty AssocraTior, ne are required, on 
or ag A uly 30, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and 
Alloway folie, 46, Hadlow rd, Tonbridge Palmer & Co, Ton- 
teldon, pts for liquidator 
Ustonrep 1x CHANCERY. 
Wurre Liox Commerctat anv Buiiprne Co (1n Votuntary seenenaseog) — eit — 
required, on or before June 24, to send their names resses, and the parti: 
of their debts or claims, to Ernest Alexander Beaumont, 28, Queen-st, Huddersfield. 
Friday, July 1, at 4, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Berry Brow Division, Sons or Temperance Society, National School, Armitage Bridge, 
Berry Brow, York, ‘May 25 
London Gazetie.—Turspay, June 7. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep mv CHancrry. 


ABRAM ig ge | & Sons, Laren (1x 7 ype are required, on or before 
oe Sees claims to 


lifax. Dickons & 


June 21, to send J 8 Lees, Southgate chmbrs, 
Aked Halifax, sol 
N. Myers & Co, Lnurrap—Credito ieee on or before July 8, to send their 
ge Ane Ee tho paatiodens of dchta or claims, t¢ William Robert 


Taylor Carr, mance y Tronse! Monument sq 
Cuunca EvancevicaL Newspaper Co,  eeoO are uired, on or before 
July 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Will iam Godfrey Bartle, 11, Great . Westminster 
Ganemeaaien Mourcuison Gou> Mixzs, Liarrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 31, 
directed to on June 17. Chatterton, Finsbury House, Blomficld st, er for 
ers. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
e afternoon of June 16 
Somme Tucker, Liurrep—By an order made by egg J, dated May 18, it was ordered 
that the Ae we winding eae of James Tucker, imited, be continued Beaumont & 
Son, Gt Winchester st, solors 
Motvat Cycie ManuractTusinG AND all Co, Lnurrrp—Creditors are 
before July 14, to send their names an , and particulars se their debts or 
claims, Frederick Conway Keene, 372, Rotton Park rd, Birmingham Hodding 
Leicester, solor for liquidator 
NatTionau "Manixe Inevraxce Association, Liurrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before July 22, to send their names and addresses, and jiculars of 
their debts or claims, to Thomas Bell and Joseph Moore, 7, East India avenue 
Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury, — to liquidators 
Siseatan, Lunrep—C on or before June 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and the sovtloulets of their debts or claims, to Mr Frederick George 
Adair Roberts, Cairn Mills, Silvertown, E. Travers Smith & Co, 4, Throgmorton 
avenue, solors to the liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Bream Economic Benerit Sociery, Bible Christian Schoolroom, Bream, Glos. ae 25 
Faren pty Society or TRADESMEN, Ty , Holsworthy, Devon. May 25 
Inperennent Faiznpiy Society, Westoning oburn, Beds. May 25 


uired, on or 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, May 13. 


Berwick, Hensy Ricuarp Noet Hitt Banoy, Attingham Park, nr Shrewsbury June 11 
Maples v Berwick, Kekewich, J & Pembertons, Lincoln’ s inn fields, 


CoBLeEy, Axx, Torquay, Draper June8 Sandford v Cobley, North,J Hext, Torquay 


Ewes, Frevericx 
Ewen and Carr, Registrar, Manchester Atkinson, King st, Manchester 

Pim, Resecca Repixe, Amersham, Bucks June 14 Keep v Gregory, Kekewich, J 
Furbank, Richmond, Surrey 


London Gazette. ae ne May 17. 
Bassas x, Henry, Manchester, Glass M o venond June 15 Bannister v Bannister, 
Registrar, Manchester ham, Mancheste: 
Hausa, James, Liverpool, Tim Merchant Jeno 18 Halsall v Halsall, Registrar, 
Liv Thompson, ~~ 
Hover, Wiriiam Rose, Dover, q June 15 Holden v Baines, Kekewich,J John- 


sons & Co, Birmingham 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. $5. 
Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 17. 
Baasuaw, Joun, Manchester, Solicitor July 16 Wigglesworth & Son, Manchester 
Baker, Cuanies Jenemian, Cheadle, Chester, Beerseller June 3 Brown & Co, Stockport 
Bazxer, Taomas, Norton, York June 25 Estill, Malton 
Batt, Daniet, Ealing June 30 Ruston & Co, Brentford 
Burt, Fraxcis ALrrep, Swanage, Dorset, Stone Merchant June 30 Slade, Swanage 
Canrenrer, Mary, Bridport, Dorset June 4 Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 


Cox, pee allege Grorcz, Oxley, nr Brisbane, Civil Servant June 10 Ford & Co, 
ooms! 
Crane, Saran, Gillingham, Kent June4 Hayward & Smith, Rochester 


Currie, Mrcnart, Bawtry, York June9 Claude Leatham & Co, Wakefield 

Fenwick, Ortanpo, Wool Exchange June 30 Light & Galbraith, 32, Victoria st 
Fosrer, Fraycis, Haverfordwest April13 Cousins & Cousins, Leeds 

Cuemes, Henry, Oakworth, nr Keighley, York, Cattle Dealer June 25 Naylor, 


Guuwera. hows Freperick, Hertford June18 Shepheards, Finsbury circus 
Hanmsoy, Hermione Atkinson, Norton, York June 25 Estill, Malton 
Heywarpv, Jons Heywarp, Welshpool, Montgomery June 30 Longueville & Co, 


swes 
Hicarssorrom, Cuarves, Glossop, Derby Jane20 Knowles, Hyde 


Hopsow, Josern, Ashton under Lyne, Rope Manufacturer June 14 Gartside & Robin- 


son, Ashton under Lyne 
Lea, Coantes WHEELEY, ow, Worcester June 30 Southall & Co, Worcester 
McCay, Saran, Westbourne gdns June 24 Meynell & Pemberton, Whitehall pl 


McKisiay, Ancuipatp, Hornsey rise June 24 Arnold Hannay, Coleman st 





1LLIAM, Manchester, Merchant June 13 Cartwright & Rattray v 
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ms ws ‘ Tower of 


O’ByExe, JAMES, ook t Architect June 20 North & Co, Liverpool 

Pavxe, Lucy Maura, Olton, Warwick Jane 24 Saunders & Co, Birmingha:n 
Powsatt, Henry, Marple bridge, Derby July 1 Lloyd & Davies, Manchester 
Groraz, Crediton, Devon Sept1 Sparkes & Co, Crediton 

Rove, Joseru Govan, Manchester July 1 Farrar & C», Manchester | 


Procter, 


SurtH, JoxaTHax, Glossop, Derby June 20 Knowles, Hyde 
Srernenson, Heyny, Billingshield, Durham, Farmer Jun 
R8O 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICE. 
London Gasette.—Farivay, June 3. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Baxer, Henry, Brook, I of W Newport Pet May 28 
Ord May 28 : 

Barnett, Cuartes Harry, Derby, Tailor Derby Pet 
May 28 Ord May 28 

Bavan, Euizanstn Mary, Albany st, Regent’s Park, 
Boarding house Keeper High ( ‘ourt Pet Junel Ord 
Junel 

Bees.ey, hei wpe, Towcester, a Auctioneer 
Northampton Pet May 31 Ord May 3 

BLAXcuEetTtT, he Enxest, Wilton, W iits, Cycle Dealer 
Salisbury Pet May 18 Ord May 28 

CROSSLEY, Temes, Birmingham Birmingham Pet May 
13 Ord May 27 

Dows1xG, Grorat, Stony Stratford, a Blacksmith 
Northampten Pet June1 Ord June 1 

Dupperice, Wittiam Hexry, Wincanton, — 
Licensed Victualler Pet May 31 Ord May 

Fixtay, Joux Rosert, Bishop Auckland, Durliam, General 
Dealer Durham | Pet May 28 Ord May 

Greexnow, Jonn Wittiam, Longwood, udder 
Mason Huddersfield Pet May 26 Ord May 

Hansen, Frepeasick Epwarp, Oxford st High Gourt Pet 
Junel Ord Junel 

Harvey, Cuartiz Miter, Zante, Butcher Ports- 
mouth Pet May 28 Ord M “> 

Hassarp, James Hawksworts, ae Hertford, Grocer 
Hertford Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Hexcarey, Water, Lambeth walk, ee Victualler 
High Court Pet May 28 Ord May 

Hewett, Wittiam Hesry, Guildford, , rr Agent 
High Court Pet June i Ord June1 

Hive, "Gacnem St Leonards, 9 Cabinet Maker 
Hastings Pet May 31 Ord May 

Hurse, Henry, Winsford, Cheshize "Builder Nantwich 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Korresnacen, Leon, me st, ate, Tobaccon ist 
High Court Pet Ma Ord May 

Lzvison, Epwarp, Fins id Cycle Tate Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Aprili1 Ord Junel 

Levy, Morris, Kingsland road, Tea Merchant High 

Court Pet Junel Ord June 1 

ee, Wituas, Keswick, © patel aay 
Cockermouuth Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Matniws, Atrrep Giprox, Wodhunten Hants, Draper’s 
Assistant Poole PetMay3i Ord May 31 

Mees, Harry Georce, oe Baker Birmingham 
I et May 26 Ord May 

om, ee Mildmey | pk High Cout Pet May 18 


Greengrocer 


une 

Ostter, Atrrep Grorecr, Upper a, Dorset, 
Fruiterer Poole Pet May3l1 Ord May 

Row anps, Tuomas, a Horse hae "Canning 
Pet May 27 Ord May 

Gasee, 2 pede , Hosier Burnley Pet 

ag May 28 

SurTH, Bow. Henry, Castleford, Yorke, Confectioner 
Wakefield Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Tuomas, Daniet Puitur, Penrhiwceiber, 
Pontypridd Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Tispatts, Henry James, West Smithfield, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

TownsenpD, Francis Epowaxp, Plymouth, Railway Con- 
tractor Plymouth PetMayis Ord May 31 

Versey, Wittiam Jonx, Great Yarmouth Great Yar. 
mouth Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

hie Se aoe enarth, Watchmaker Cardiff Pet 


Tronmonger 


Wiaor Frayk, Birmingham, Builder Birmingham 
et May 14 Ord May 
me = dy Apgat J ioe. . Boot Manufacturer, 
Bristol Pet May28 Ord May 


Amended notice substituted for that gees in the 
London Gazette of May 27: 


ABRAHAMS, wom. Kingston e-apon- Tull, Cycle Manufac- 


Wetter, Avaustus Cron. Lb Was 


May 3 
Bare Hewry, Brook, 1 
y 
BaRyegrtt, pe, Doigelly, Grocer Aberystwith Pet 
April 28 Ord J 


e 14 Thcm»30n, Stanhoze 


Aywa Catnentxa Freverica, Munich, Bavaria July 20 Milman, Queen’s | Srewart, Cuarces, Old sq, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister June 24 Stewart, New ct 

Sreeet, Epuvyv James, Twickenham June 30 Sweetland & Greenhill, Fenchurch st 
Srvurar, Bowarp Brockway, Croydon Jun216 Lee & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Terry, Sir Josern, York July 1 Watkinson, York 

| Vavenay, Josern, Ash Marple, Chester, Merchant Junc13 Croften & Co, Manchester 
Warsox, Hanyau, Withington, nr Manchester June 18 Welford, Manchester 
Wairraker, Sarag, St Helen's, Lancs July 12 Hutchon, Liverpool 

Witean, Many, Manchester June 24 


Cobbett & Co, Manshestor 


Witiras, Witt1am, Pontypool, Mon, Cashier June 17 Bythway & Sn, Pontypool 





Cuarmay, Georoe, Kingstoa upon Hull, Joiner Jano 10 
at ll Ree, ty House lane, i 

Cuay, Wriuam, Bilston, Stafford, Innkeeper June 13 at 
11.30 Off Re>, Wolverhampton 

Deay, Percy Hossratt, Slaithwaite, Huddersfield, Wine 
Merzhant June 10at12 Off Rec, 19, John William 
st, Huddersfield 

Dovaetas, Ropent Caarurs, Sale, Cheshire June 10 at 
2.15 Off Rec, Byro' m st, Manchester 

Evans, Hevyry, Merthyr Tydfil, Tailor Junel0at3 65, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Fetiows, Witt. tam Ewart, Brierfield, Lancs, Confectioner 
June 24 at 1.30 Exchange Hotel, Ni icholas st, Burnley 

Firet, Eowarp, Birmingham, Cycle Accessory Manufac- 
turer June Matil 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

FeeEepmMan, a S Cardiff, Cycle Manufacturer June 14 
at 11.30 Off 29, Queen st, iff 

Fuixes, CHarLes Eowakp, Wood Green June 11 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 95, Temple oe. = Temple av 

Grauam, Watrer, Bu ee, Architect 
June l4at12 Bankru raptey bldge Ca 

Guyy, Tuomas, Bingham, Notts, License1 ‘etnaller June 
10 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, = st, Nottingham 

Gwirt, Grorer, Wolverhampton, B ick Burner Jun>13 
atll_ Off Ree, Vautume 

Haime, Epwarp * ARTHUR Tuomas, ——— Hosier 
June13ati1l1 174, Corporation st, B 

Hexcurey, WALTER, Lambeth walk, diconse Victualler 
June 10 at 12 Bankruptcy bid; st 

es. See Barbican, Manuf: urer ye 4 14 at 2.30, 


ruptcy or Carey st 

Jos, Henry, C ay Dealer June 15at11 Off Rec 
29, Queen st, Cardi 

KorrenaaGey, Leox, Queen Sa | Tobacocnist 
June 10 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Lez, WriiuAm Ferarexcey, Bi varks, Travelling 
Dra June 10 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Levy, Morris, Kingsland rd, Tin Merchant June 10 at 1 

kruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lovet, Epwix, Beacham , Bucks, Farmer June 10 at 
12.15 1, St Aldate’s, ford 

Lovett, Grorar, Beachampton, Bucks, Farmer June 10 
at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Moyxtry, Joux, Cardiff, Fish Merchant June 14 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Queen nt, Cardiff 

NIcHOLLs, LLEWELLYN, irmingham, Cycle Manufacturer 
June 10 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Osnory, Tuomas, Kentish Town June 10 ats” Off Rec, 1, 
Berridge st, Leicester 

Renper, Hevey, Batley, York, Grocer June10at12 Off 

ec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Scuores, Roger Warp, —. Wholesale Clothier June 
16 at 3 16, Wood st, Bolton 

ree R A, Whittlesford, Cambs June 11 at 12 Off 

5, Petty Cury, Cambrid ige 

Stone, ILLIAM Henry, St Agnes, Cornwall, General 

Merchant June 14 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 


Truro 
Unperwoop, Artuur, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manu- 
ar June 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 14, 8t Paul’s sq, 


Bedf 
Water, Resecca, Doncaster, Wholesale Confectioner | 


June 10 at 2.30 Off Ree, Figtree lane, Sheffield 


Warp, Ernest bates sa — — > foro Tailor Jane | 


13 at12 Bankruptcy b 
Sik Accountant | 
June 13at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey ‘st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Pet May 26 Ord Ma: 


Ane & ARTHUR Ronse, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 

ASKIN, Davin, Daw _ Accountant Madeley Pet 
May 16 Bata 

ae be oy Biarritz, France High Court 


Ord M: 
Newport Pet May 28 Ord 


turer Kingston-upon-H Pet May 23 Ord May 
23 Bavan, ) am Rio, aay Oe Regent's Park, 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING Se soe Snipe h Court “Pet June i 
Begstey, Wituiasm, Wal Northamy A 
poner Ae Fenchurch st, General Produce Broker 2: Gone J Nor! ae Ord Af 
Court Ord July 20, 1897 Adjud July 24, 1897 | Bootes, Gzorce Jony. Eesex zh Court 
Hate aod Auoed Sten te Pet April5 Ord May 
eed smgneen, Brapiey, CuaRuss, os Grocer Ashton 


Assott, Tuomas, Yorks, Farm Labourer 
June 13 at 12.30 aOR = "98, Stonegate, York 

ALuson, James, Colne, Lancs, Builder June 24 at 1 Ex- 
change Hotel, Nicholas st, Bur nl 

Avprsws, Henry Tuomas, Stroud, Glos, Innkeeper June 
14 at 11 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

ARNETT, CHARLES Harry, Derby, Tailor June 10 

atll Off Rec, 40, 8t Mary’s gate, Derb: 

Bent, Samve, Ellistown, ener ig Farmer June 10 at 


12.30 Off "Ree, 1, fewer st, Le 
Canmicuar.L, W, Commmasstad Traveller 
irmingham 





June 10 at 12 174, Cor, Corporation st, Bi 


Carmicuar., W, 
min; 


Fixtay, Joux Roperr, 


under Pet 18 
Deer acute, + A oe High Ceurt Pet May 17 


Commercial Traveller Bir- 


mer, Cardi 
ww James Cievercey, Cardiff Cardiff Pet May 
25 June 1 
vate, Te Stratford A os Avon, Baker Warwick 


May 23 Ord 
Pet May 28 Ord Men as sae 


Sem, Yw-\ -ry st, Merchant High Court Pet 

c 

Gasexnow, Jouy ILLIA! Longwood, Huddersfield 
Mason’ Huddersfield Pet May 20 Ord May 96 2 

Gaiacs, Epwaro, Addlestone, Baker 


Kingston, Surrey 
Pet May25 Ord May 23 
Hansen, Farpertce nm oll Oxford st High Court Pet 
Junel Ord Junel 
Harvey, Caariix Mitusr, Landport, Butcher Portsmouth 
Pet May 28 Ord May 23 


Hencatey, be Lambeth walk, Victualler 
h Court Pet May28 Ord May 23 
Harta, —, Manuf ufacturer High Court Pet 
May Ord May 31 


Huss, { + Winsford, Cheshire, Builder Nantwich 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

James, feonane paves, & ewl ay tt in Paul, Cornwall, Grocer 
Truro Pet May 26 

Jouystos, James Witten, Leeds Boot Manufa*turer 
Leeds Pet May on pe et 

Levy, Morais, Merchant High Court 

Eg rn On 
8G, marie ® es reen: 
ermouth Pet May 27 Ord May 

Ney, W W, Belli Northumberland, 
Minister’ Newcastle on e Pet May 6 01 vO Mey y at 

NICHOLLS, Lanwnucrs, Birmingham, Cycle Maw 
Birminghan Pet April 23 Ord May 27 

Ostier, Atraep Groaae, May fc Parkstone, Dorset, 
Fruiterer Poole Pet Ma: Ord May 31 


Reeve, Aurrep, King's Heath, Cora 
Merchant Birmingham Pet on ag Me Ord May 27 
Row canps, THomas, Tregarze, Dealer Carmarthen 

Pet May 27 Ord May 


Suearp, Sipxgy Hanser, Burnley, Hosier Burnley Pet 
May 28 Ord May 28 
ome Acca, Parilament it st, Somneny Promoter High 


April 14 Ord May 

Surrn, WitutaM Henry, Castleford, ord, Yorks, Confectioner 
Wakefield Pet May 27 

Cornwall, General 


Ord May 27 

Srons, Wittiaa Henry, St Agnes, 

Merchant Truro Pet May 27 Ord May 28 

Tuomas, Daniet Par, iwceiber, Glam, Ironmonger 
Pontypridd Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Unperwoop, paeuwn, Saas, © a Stew Hat Manu- 
facturer Luton he 

Versey, WILLIAM Jous, Gt tty Gt Yarmouth Pet 

w May 27 é Ord May 27 - x 

aLLace, Chartres Cuaupe, East Molesey ingston, 

Surrey Urd May 28 


Ww A —~ =: Z Burlington vd Westbo pk, 
ELLER, Avaustus Crcit, mae 
Accountant Court Pet May 5 ’ Ord May 


Wrieut, Epwarp Joun, and poh Wititas "Ansvr, 


h Court Pet Aprilé Ord Ma: 
YsNvDgELL, ye House Agent High © Court 
Pet April 28 Ord May 31 


Amended notice substituted for that 
London Gazette of May 


in the 





| 


Annort, Taomas, Harre gate, Yorks, Farm Labourer York | | Boxp, why Eva Rushden, N 








Asranams, Henny, Kingston upon Hull, Cycle Manufac- 
turer Kingston upon Hull. PP et May’ 23 Ord May 23 


London Gazette.—Tursvay, June 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Crercaton, Canterbury, Law Clerk 
B Gro et June 9 Ord June Pontypridd 
INNING, RGE, Ww, r 

Pet 25 Ord June 4 


| Aux, JamuEs 
Can‘ 


Pet June 4 June 4 


ae... cz, Hunslet, 
Leeds Pet June 8" 8 Ord June 3 
Gairritra, Tomas, 
Pet June 8 
Hieos, Exizapern, 
June 4 


Anglesey, Contractor 
June 3 
Bristol Pet June 4 Ord 


Hittyarp, Agtavr, Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Laton Pet June4 Ord June 4 

Hopwert, Taomas aig hme Hersert Lant Viner 
Carpenter, W: Wholesale Grocers 8t 
Albans Pet June 3 June 8 

ae | wee & + ce O’Barazxy, Bath Bath Pet 


‘une 2 
seen , Grocer Wands- 


Reva Soe Pet June Claphary Junetion 2 


LeatuerpaLts, Grorcze fFeyxinc, Merton, Surrey, 
Poole 


Junel Ord June 1 
Marruarws, Heapear, Bournemouth 
Pet May 19 Ord June 3 


Fuser, Ep tn "Pet May 8 "Ord May 27 Mantfacturer Bir eNficaler’ Nantwich Telecel Odie 
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Purxstoxz, Gzonce Morris, Newport, Saddler Newport 
Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Rusextt, Harry Pournoy, Eltham Greenwich Pet May 
13 Pet June 3 

Cme aire, T, Charles st High Court Pet May6 Ord 


SueruearpD, Francis Grorcz Appisox, Fareham, Hants, 
Builder Portsmouth Pet June3 Ord June3 
Sims, WititAu Josern Henay, Shepherd’s Bush, Licensed 
Vi er Court Pet May10 Ord June 2 
Sreixer, Cuances J, Finsbury, Cycle Accessories Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet A 15 Ord June 2 
Swirt, Epwarp, eee, © , Greengrucer High 
. vee mag | el o 
ATHAM, WiL.Iam, Kingston, Surrey, Engineer Kingston, 
Pet Jan 17 Ord June 4 
Tuomas, Jony, Shurdington, nr Cheltenham, Beerhouse 
Cheltenham Pet June 4 Ord June 4 
Tuorp, Jossrn Heyry, Shelley, York, Journeyman Tailor 
Huddersfi Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Vaxx, Writtam Evstace, Pope’s Head alley, Cornhill, 
N Public High Court Pet May 4 June 2 
Watxer, Toomas Nicnowis, Margate Canterbury Pet 
June 3 June 3 
Wartsox, Jonx —- amen, Builder Canterbury 
Pet June 3 Ord June 
weian Marrarw + Pudsey, York, Topmaker 
Bradford Pet June4 Ord June 4 
Wericn, Heyry, Gt Yarmouth, niles Agent Gt 
‘armouth Pet June4 Ord Jnne 
— J, East Dulwich, Builder High Court Pet Feb 
Ord June 2 
Woon, A Auseet, and Herwan Baturortnu, Huddersfield, 
Huddersfield Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Ween Ricnarp, Newent, Glos,Grocer Gloucester Pet 
June 3 Ord June2 
Wvarr, ede West Bromwich, Fruiterer West Brom- 
wich Pet ‘une3 Ord June 3 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Autex, Taomas, Deeping St James, Lancs, Farmer June 
24at12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Bavea, Evizasetn Mary, Albany st, Regent’s pk June 
14 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Conen, Brexsamry, Islington, Glass Cutter June 14 at 12 

bid dgs, Carey st 

Cossixs, Martin, Topeliffe, Yorks, May Dealer June 20 at 
11.30 Court house, Northallerto 

ea Joux, Tamworth, Ale Merchant June 15 at 11 

4, Corporation st, Birmingh: am 

ae ‘Gronaz, Budleigh Salterton, Devon, Bootmaker 
June 16 at 10 30 Off Rec, 19, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Grirritus, Grorck Hewry, sen, and Georue Henry 
Sa jun, Newport, Mon, Builders June 15 at 

Off Rec, W: te chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

eons Epwarp, Addlestone, Surrey, Baker ue 15 at 1 
Swan Holel, Chertsey, Surrey 

Hawssen, Farpenice Bow ame, ¢ Oxford st June 15 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Hazzis, see or lag Dudley, Worcesters, Con- 
fectioner June 15 at 11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, 


Du 
Banvey, Cnantie Mriuzr, Landport, Butcher June 14 at 
Off Rec, Cambridge Jnctn, High st, Portsmouth 
mudeen, Witx1am Heyer, Guildford, Commission Agent 
June 15 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hivz, genes, 6 8t Leonards, es | a June 14 at 
12 ¥ & Sons, Bank ‘bldgs, Has 
et Epwis Crarexce O’Brren, eth June 15 at 
Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Hows Taomas, Abercarn, Mon, Provision Merchant June 
16 at 11 Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
Hvuaues, Joux Trevor, Brymbo, nr Wrexham, Butcher 
June 14 at —_ The Priory, Wrexham 
Jamxs, Towyn, Merioneths, Builder June 14 at 3 
thooms, Towyn 
Monrzxayp, Aswan Darlington, Forzeman June 22 at 3 
Of 8, Albert rd, Middliesborough 
TLLIAM, Coleford, Glos, Boot Manufacturer 
June 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, 
Norton, od Harvey, Liv , Stationer June 15 at 
12 os st, iverpool 
Noyes, Haswau, dmay .Park June 17at12 Bank- 
bi ; Carey st 
Parguaut Potrrery Co, Longton, Staffs, Earthenware 
June 17 at 2.30 North Stafford Hotel, 


Stoke upon Trent 

Panay, Apa, and Frongyce Parry, Abeiess, Milliners 
June 14 at2 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Puiteorr, Wii11am, Ludlow, Salop, Confectioner June 
16at10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 


mi 
R Josern Gaaeven, and Witt1Am Horsoy, Leeds, 
oP Wholesale Stationers June 15 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 


, Josern, Denholme, nr Bradford, Farmer June 


Sowenrsy, 
14at12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Taxsuck, Witt Rosert, Sutton, St Helen’s, Lancs 
Baker June 16 at 10.30 Off "Ree, 35, Victoria st, 


Li 
Tresatrs, Hexry Jaues, West Smithfield, Licensed Vict 
ualler June 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Veux, Wittiam Evstace, Pope’s Head Alley, Cornhill, 
Notary Public June 16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
st 


Witus, James Wirtam, Vion, Wilts, Draper 
June 16 at4 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Woop: xerox, ALserr Josxr H, Saint George, Bristol, Boot 

Manufacturer June 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, 


Suan te Joux Witvarp, South Kensington, Company Pro- 
moter June 16at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 24: 


Tvuayen, Sanvet, Bieping ham, Builder June 14 at 12 174, 
Corporation st, Birmingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


At.ex, James Crevonroy, peeeety, Law Clerk Can- 
terbury Pet June2 Ord Jun 

Boyp, Herpert Encar, Resbien, , Coach- 
builder Northampton Pet June4 Ord June4 

Bnoox, Tuomas, Thornbury. Bradford, Greengrocer Brad- 
ford Pet March 31 Ord June 3 

Brooxes, Hewry oy Nether Worton, Oxford, 
Solicitor Oxford Pet May 24 Ord June 4 

Cousy, Bewxsamry, Tlington, Giass Cutter High Court 
Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Cory, Wacter Bryant, Truro, Cornwall, Corn Merchant 

- — ——s 4 

Awkes, Davip Henry, epoca, Glos, Farmer Glou- 

cester Pet May9 Ord J 

Gisps, Gronoz, Budleigh Halterton, Devons, Bootmaker 
Exeter Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

Gomeasatt. Maurice, Leeds, Fish Salesman Leeds Pet 

e June 3 oe vg 

RIFFITH, THOMAS Angi Contractor 

Bangor Pet June 3 Col Fece 8 — 

Hanais, Frepratcx Wittiam, Dudley, Confectioner Dud- 
ley Pet May14 Ord June 2 

Hewett, Wit.iam Heyry, ll ln, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet June1 Ord Ju ne 4 

Hipe, Groacr, St —— Cabinet Maker Hastings 
Pet May 31 Ord June3 

Hiaas, assem, Clifton, Bristol Bristol Pet June 4 
Ord June 4 

Horsrorp, Epwix Curarexce O’Brren, Bath Bath Pet 
June 2 Ord June 2 

Jones, Samusti Banrrevp, Portland, Dorset, Traction 
Engine Driver Dorchester Pet April 80 Ord June 3 

Keysett, Tomas, Clapham junction, Grocer Wande- 
worth PetJune2 Ord June? 

Lez, Wittiam Srepuex, Gt Winchester st, Companies 
Secretary High Court Pet —~ & Ord June 1 

Norton, Ewart Harvey, Liverpool, Stationer | haar 
Pet "April 2) Ord June 3 

Noyes, Hawnan, Mildmay pk High Court Pet May 18 
Ord June 4 

Nyrsure, Jacques Natuay, Hammersmith, C ial 


There is no doubt that we live in i of worry and 
excitement, and as the struggle for existence is anything 
but conducive to diges or an appetite that can 

ish anything, late of the av e work-a-day 
individual has to be and tempted in a of 
ways. We are often lectured about evil effects 
over-indulgence in tea or coffee, not to mention intoxi- 
cating liquors, until many people are bewildered what to 
turn to for a savannas which shall be at once agreeable to 
the taste, and supply. the desired nourishing and stimu- 
lating qualities lic attention has been freely drawn 
to the merits of Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, as supplying a 
long-felt want in this direction. It is not simply a cocoa, 
but a preparation of two or three other ingredients, which 
then it great nutritive and ant beverage, ualities. It 

pany not merely a pleasant ~~ a food 

in the bargain. Its success 
A, aud that is vaians the best ® warsnahy ‘or the 
claim made on its behalf, _ i-Cocoa ‘“‘has the refresh- 
ing properties of fine tea, the nourishment < the best 
cocoas, a tonic and recu ive force y neither, 
pa OF, be used in cases where tea and ys — are 
pro! ” 

apts Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa is neither a medicine nor a mere 





Clerk High Court Pet May3 Ord June 2 
Parr, Tuomas, Little Budworth, nr Tarporley, Licensed 
Victualler Nantwich Pet May27 Ord Junel 
Suepnearp, Francis Grorce pb Fareham, Hants, 
Builder Portsmouth Pet June3 Ord June 3 
Simpson, Witiiam Laycetor, St Swithin’s lane High 
Court Pet March2 Ord June 2 
Suyrue, WitttaAm Henry, North Kensington High Court 
Pet March 28 Ord June 3 
Swirt, Epwarp, pom A rd, Greengrocer High Court 
Pet June2 ‘Ord J une 2 
Tarsuck, Witi1am Rosert, St Helens, Lancs, Baker 
Liverpool Pet May 23 Ord June3 
Tuomas, Jonny, Shurdlington, nr ee + ames 
Keeper Cheltenham Pet June3 Ord June 
Tuosr, Joseru Henry, Kirkburton, York, “Journeyman 
Tailor Huddersfield Pet wees Ord J 
Tippatts, Henry James, West thfield, opel Vict- 
ualler High Court Pet May 27 Ord June 2 
Vernon, Henry Caarues, Clifton, Bristol Bristol Pet 
May 13 Ord June 3 
Wappinorox, Fraeperick Sypney, Chiswick, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Mari4 Ord June 4 
Waker, Tuomas Nicwo.iis, Margate Canterbury Pet 
June 2 Ord June 3 
Warsox, Joun Ricnarp, Margate, Builder Canterbury 
Pet June 3 Ord June 3 
Wenster, Mattruew Henry, ate, Yorks, _Topmaker 
Bradford Pet June 3 Ord June 
Wetca, Henry, Great Yomeuh, yf Agent 
Great Yarmouth Pet June4 Ord June 4 
Wituis, James Wriiiram, Wroughton, Wilts, Draper 
w —— nde 1D bn June 4 
1LLMOT, Frayxx, Birmingham, Builder Birmingham 
et May 14 Ord June3 
Woop, Atzert, and Herman Batmrortn, Huddersfield, 
Dyers Huddersfield Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Wyatt, Caarves, Albany st, Regent’s Pk, Wine Merchant 
High Court Pet May 23 Ord June 3 
Wrvatt, James, West Bromwich, Pruitecer West Brom- 
__ wich Pet June 3 Ord June 3 


au letters intended for publication in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Subscription, PAYABLE {N ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s, Sontorrors’ JOURNAL, 

6s.; by Post, 28s. Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5. 6d. 

Ae WEBSTER, Deceased.—Should any 

rson have in their possession a Will of the late Mrs. 
pt th. ye a gt? 8, ms f + ey , wil es ; - he 
1: 


reward will be paid for ir trouble.~Hussarp, Son, & 
Eve, 110, Cannon-street, E.C., Solicitors. 








OLICITOR (Honours and Sip Society 
Prize), with a few hundreds at command, and over 10° 
years’ experience of general ——_ an old-established 
conveyancing firm in the W.C, District, requires a Junior 
Partnership in sound London oe firm, or would take 








Clerkship with a i A. 7) ee 
* Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, het W. ' 


Itisa food at the same time that it isa 
Soon and thus answers a double purpose in the build- 
ing up of the human constitution, and must render it 
highl serviceable to everybody, espcially the workers 
mills and shops of various kinds among whom tea has 
hitherto been so a I . ; while — ~-4 the a 
er advantage ap of being easily diges' an¢ 
with the most wameery > Soe stomach. 
ibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, 6d., 9d., and 1s, 6d., can be ob- 
tained from all Chemists, Grocers, -_ Stores, or from 60, 
61, and 62, Bunhill-row, London, As a test of its 
merit, a dainty sample tin of Dr. tribbles? Vi-Cocoa will be 
sent free on ap — any , if, when writing (a 
will do), the reader will name the Soxicrrors’ 
JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATEO LAW SOCIETY, U.K. 
LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The TRAVERS SMITH SCHOLARSHIP, founded by 
the late Mr. Joseph Travers Smith, Solicitor, of 
Throgmorton-avenue, London, who died on 28th 
May, 1897. 


SCHOLARSHIP of £50 a year, tenable 
for three y a > ans after the Final 
Examination to be held in November, 1898. It is open to 
all Candidates under the age of 26 years, but is not tenable 
for more than three months with any other scholarship or 
exhibition in the gift or under the control or in any way 
belonging to or with the Incorporated Law 
Societ ty. 


EFFINGHAM WILSON, 
11, ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, £.C. 


THE JUDICIAL TRUSTEES ACT, 1896, AND 
THE RULES MADE THEREUNDER. 


Price 2s. 6d. net. 


CATALOGUES GRATIS AND POST-FREE. 


500 PROCURATION FEE,— Advertiser : 
First Mortgage of Property, showing at 3} arn : 


seeks A 
now Fosmele & pa eg isluding fore are paid 1 
Chancery-lane, ~ 


fit after all 
RUCE, “ Bolicitor Journal” Office, 27, 














500,000. oak Continental Town, well ad- — 
ministrated and with large receipts in taxes, wishes to 

same up an Amortization , in separate amounts, if © 
necessary ; first-class investment.—Please address J. H., 

2346, care of Rudolf Mosse, Berlin, 8.W. 


S$) ,000 REVERSION for Sale, soonred. ing 
Consols and Freehold Mortgage ; life aged 58, subj 

to a contingent survivorship, the insurance premium of 

which is £14 1s. 8d.—Particulars and price of Coores & St. — 

Prep, * ane and Auctioneers, Archway-road, High- ~ 

gate, 


es. ,300 Required at 3} per cent., on security 
of a Freehold Residence and another smaller 

Stables, &c., and 70 acres of a and good 

within 25 miles of London; full mortgagees’ costs 

negotiation fee 





fee strict valuation just made i, "Boll ’ 
tors’ J Hation £9? ites, a7 27, Chancery-lane, W. 
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